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1 Introduction: Technology, Power 
and Politics 

In 2015, in an article in The Guardian, Harry Davies exposed the use by Republican 
politician Ted Cruz’s presidential campaign of psychological data belonging to 
millions of Facebook users. (Davies, 2015). Largely collected without their permis-
sion, this information was used to fuel his burgeoning run for the White House and 
gain an edge over Donald Trump and other Republican rivals (Davies, 2015). In 
2017, it became clear that Donald Trump himself was working with the same 
company Cruz had appointed for his campaign: Cambridge Analytica (Grassegger 
& Krogerus, 2017). Global Science Research, the company where Aleksandr Kogan 
worked, developed an app called thisisyourdigitallife in 2013 (Meredith, 2018). The 
app asked users to answer questions about their psychological profile and paid them 
a fee for doing so (Meredith, 2018). It is assumed that only 300,000 users were paid 
to take the test, but the fact that they had consented to data gathering resulted in the 
data of their Facebook friends being gathered as well (Meredith, 2018). As a result, 
Cambridge Analytica used this data from Global Science Research that harvested 
around 87 million Facebook profiles and assisted the presidential campaigns of both 
Cruz and Trump (Meredith, 2018). Some authors argue that this scandal is the 
confirmation that we live under a surveillance machine (Chen, 2018). Others, 
however, argue that it demonstrates increased data literacy is needed and demanded 
by the public to influence the direction of technological advancement (Shipman & 
Marshall, 2020).  
 Shocking the world in various ways – from privacy concerns to making people 
question their capacity for autonomy – this scandal makes one thing clear: technolo-
gy and politics are already inseparable. Clearly, technological choices lead to 
political consequences. For a long time, philosophers of technology conceptualized 
the political significance of technology as a matter of autonomy, specifically whether 
it is humanity or technology that has autonomy. Especially where politics is con-
cerned, the concept of autonomy has been coupled with the notion of power. Such 
approaches however, can only unmask the power relations that take place between 
humans and technology. The full scope of human-technology relationships and the 
relevance of this relationship to politics remains unexplored. This dissertation seeks 
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to fill this gap through exposing how technologies inform the way in which political 
communities are formed by mediating our political interpretations and interactions.  
 In this introductory chapter, I provide a brief outline of political philosophy of 
technology through an examination of three major approaches in the field, repre-
sented by the work of the philosophers Langdon Winner, Andrew Feenberg, and 
Bruno Latour. In doing so, I first examine the concept of power that informs major 
approaches in political philosophy of technology. Exposing the limits of existing 
approaches, I problematize the basis of politics as power and propose an alternative 
to this existing account: politics as interaction. Based on this proposal, I then explore 
possible approaches that can help in formulating this alternative account, and this is 
followed by presenting the main research question of this dissertation and an outline 
of this manuscript. 

1.1. Politics of Technology  

In his famous article “Do Artifacts Have Politics?” (Winner, 1980), Langdon Winner 
gives three examples of how technologies can have political or social consequences. 
His most famous example is the low-hanging bridges on Long Island, New York, 
designed by Robert Moses. (Winner, 1980). Relying on the biography of Moses by 
Robert A. Caro, Winner argues that Moses, one of the most influential architects in 
New York from the 1920s to the 1970s, built the overpasses on Long Island so low 
specifically to prevent public transportation vehicles such as buses (which are around 
nine feet tall) from passing below them. (Winner, 1980). According to Winner, 
Moses inscribed his ideas about social class and racial prejudice in the artifacts he 
designed (Winner, 1980). The overpasses were built in such a way that the “auto-
mobile-owning” white upper- or middle-class citizens were able to move to specific 
locations on Long Island for recreation. (Winner, 1980). Meanwhile, poor people 
who needed to use public transportation (and who were predominantly black) could 
not travel about as easily, because the overpasses prevented the buses from reaching 
the beach (Winner, 1980). For Winner, this design choice was made deliberately to 
achieve a “particular social effect” (Winner, 1980, p. 123). 
 On the basis of this and other examples, Winner claims that technologies can be 
inherently political and can embody ideologies and “specific forms of power and 
authority” (Winner, 1980, p. 123). Moses’ bridges are “political,” according to 
Winner, because they carry out the racially biased ideology of their designer. 
(Winner, 1980). Since it was published, Winner’s analysis of the “politics of artifacts” 
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has been extensively debated and challenged. Some authors have raised questions 
about the accuracy and usability of the example: Joerges, for instance, argues that 
bus timetables show the overpasses did not really obstruct all bus traffic (Joerges, 
1999), and Woolgar and Cooper even characterize Winner’s example as an “urban 
legend” (Woolgar & Cooper, 1999, p. 439). What has not been challenged in the 
various analyses and critiques, though, is that the main political issue at stake is the 
potential power of the overpasses to obstruct bus traffic and, as a result, to discrimi-
nate against specific groups of people. The political dimension of technological 
artifacts, therefore, is primarily analyzed in terms of power, which resonates well with 
the definition of politics as “arrangements of power and authority in human associa-
tions as well as the activities that take place within those arrangements” (Winner, 
1980, p. 123). In addition, the concept of power at the heart of Winner’s definition 
of politics is concerned with domination. In other words, in analyzing the political 
dimension of human–technology relations, Winner is concerned with who has 
power over whom.  

1.2. Technology and Power  

Like Winner, Andrew Feenberg, another well-established philosopher of technology, 
defines technology as “one of the major sources of public power in modern societies” 
(Feenberg, 1992, p. 301). Feenberg conceptualizes the relationship between humans 
and technologies as a struggle for power and domination. According to Feenberg, 
the most fundamental distinction that can be made between technical actors is in the 
form of dominance (Feenberg, 1999, p. x). For him, dominance or subordinacy 
rhetoric is visible in technical systems, and humans – in relation to technology – 
have a subordinate position. The moment we humans realize that we are somewhat 
subordinated to technical systems, argues Feenberg, we can begin to intervene in the 
design process of technologies and thus affect the direction of the development of 
modern society (Feenberg, 1999). Technologies, according to Feenberg, are not 
purely efficiency-driven devices; rather, they are determined by design choices. 
Thus, the more frequently regular citizens intervene in the design process of tech-
nologies, the more they will be able to direct technologies towards their 
understanding of meaningful life (Feenberg, 1999, p. xiv). Drawing on his theory of 
critical constructivism (Feenberg, 1999, 2010), Feenberg provides a framework to 
begin this intervention in the design process of technologies and thus affect the 
direction of society’s development. Feenberg calls this process of giving direction to 
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technologies “democratic interventions.” (Feenberg, 1999, 2010) Through demo-
cratic interventions, Feenberg believes the asymmetrical division of power between 
technical actors (humans and technologies) can be eliminated, and thus humans can 
be actively involved in shaping the direction of technology (Feenberg, 2010).  
 To better illustrate what critical constructivism entails, Feenberg offers a case 
study, namely that of Minitel. Minitel was the French national videotex online 
system, which was accessible through mainland telephone lines (Cats-Baril & Jelassi, 
1994). The evolution of this technology amply demonstrates what Feenberg calls 
“democratic interventions” (Feenberg, 1999, p. 90) in technical design. In the mid-
1980s, the French telecommunications operator decided to incorporate computer 
conferencing into its own Minitel system and distributed millions of Minitels. These 
terminals were “designed to look and feel like an adjunct to the domestic telephone” 
(Feenberg, 1999, p.126) and were aimed at providing “access to information ser-
vices” (Feenberg, 1999, p.126). Aimed at providing a network for users to talk to 
each other, the terminals were distributed for free, and users were not required to 
have any knowledge of computers (Feenberg, 2010). However, although its aim was 
the distribution of information, the Minitel was soon redefined by its users, who 
employed it for anonymous online chatting in search of amusement, companionship, 
and sex (Feenberg, 1992). The users changed the purpose of the Minitel system to 
“the very opposite of the rationalistic project for which it was originally designed” 
(Feenberg, 2010, p.15). Designed to solve the problem of the distribution of infor-
mation, Minitel was addressed by its users to a different problem: human 
communication. Through design changes, the new interpretation of the technology 
was subsequently incorporated into the structure of the Minitel system, ultimately 
causing a change in its very definition (Feenberg, 1999). 
 According to Feenberg, the Minitel case portrays an excellent example of 
democratic interventions to technology. The actions of some hackers caused a 
change in the meaning of the Minitel system itself, because millions of users adopted 
the same way of using the artifact. For Feenberg, this democratic intervention was 
significant and successful because of the vast number of users who participated in the 
act. Additionally, Feenberg points out that this technology was introduced to pursue 
efficiency-based interests by businesses, but  

its socio-technical form was altered: from a hierarchical system in which people were 
connected individually to central hosts rich in informational content, it was effectively 
transformed into a commutative system in which everyone connected with everyone to 
communicate about personal affairs (Feenberg, 2008, p. 11). 
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Through the case of Minitel and many other examples, Feenberg shows that 
“resistance is the practice when those threatened by technology control technology” 
(Feenberg, 1995, p. 207). Thus, critical constructivism is a way to analyze the forms 
of resistance to the conditioning of technological arrangements that limits the scope 
of human activity. A technological design may be intended to serve a specific 
purpose, but human beings intervene and give new meanings to the technology via 
these democratic interventions, which can vary in form: voicing public protest, 
inventing a novel use of the technology in question, or engaging in participatory 
design (Rao, Jongerden, Lemmens, & Ruivenkamp, 2015). Feenberg claims he is not 
suggesting that technologies and humans are opposing one another, but – with case 
studies such as Minitel – he emphasizes that the strategy to counter the rule of 
technocracy should be the redistribution of power by means of democratic interven-
tions (Feenberg, 1999).  
 Over the years, Feenberg’s approach has garnered both praise (Cohen, 1994; 
Doppelt, 2001; Jandrić, 2019) and criticism ( Rao, Jongerden, Lemmens, & Ruiven-
kamp, 2015; Veak, 2000; Verbeek, 2013). For example, according to Verbeek, 
Feenberg positions the fundamental human–technology relationship as a struggle 
that can end in either oppression or liberation. While Feenberg aims to avoid 
suggesting an opposition between humans and technologies, he still ultimately 
formulates human–technology relations as a struggle that requires resistance on the 
part of humans (Verbeek, 2013). According to Verbeek, this approach is futile, since 
it adheres to a reificatory concept of power and causes Feenberg to miss the interde-
pendent relationship between technology and humans in which they coshape each 
other’s existences (Verbeek, 2013). Verbeek’s theory of technological mediation 
considers humans and technologies as intertwined and equally influential in the 
production of a good life (Verbeek, 2011). In reply to Verbeek’s criticism, Feenberg 
(2013) claims that, like Verbeek, he is also interested in exploring new approaches to 
analyzing how technological mediation can shape the good life. Thus, for Feenberg, 
his research focus is similar to Verbeek’s. Struggle is undoubtedly evident in Feen-
berg's work, but according to Feenberg, this struggle is mainly between social groups 
with diverse interests within the technical system rather than between technology 
and society (Feenberg, 2013). 
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1.3. Questioning Power  

It can be argued that Winner and Feenberg understand politics exclusively in terms 
of power relations, instigated by technologies that affect human actions. Yet, even 
though power is certainly an essential concept in political philosophy, it cannot 
sufficiently account for what politics is and can be. The framework of power is not 
the only perspective on politics of technology – and ultimately on the question of 
autonomy. How should the concept of power be understood as it is related to politics 
of technology?  
 There is a vast literature on power, and in the past several decades, the concept 
of power has been conceptualized through its two separate dimensions: power over 
and power to (Göhler, 2009). For Haugaard, two contrasting views dictate the debate 
(Haugaard, 2012), one of which focuses on “power as domination which is largely 
characterized by power over” (Haugaard, 2012, p. 33) and the other of which focuses 
on power as “empowerment frequently theorized as power to”1 (Haugaard, 2012, p. 33). 
Haugaard (2012) refers to Dahl (1957) and argues that power over entails an agent A 
having the ability to compel another agent B to “do something which B would not 
otherwise have done” (Dahl, 1957, pp. 202–203). According to Haugaard, this 
conceptualization of power reflects the classical Weberian notion of power, norma-
tively interpreted as domination (Haugaard, 2012). In this sense, power over refers to a 
situation where one can enforce one’s own intensions over others (Göhler, 2009). 
Power over, according to Pitkin (1993), is relational. Thus, this form of power can only 
be conceived of within a social relation. According to Göhler,  

Exercising power over within a social relation always produces a negative result for those 
subjected to it, because it narrows their field of action. This is the case regardless of the 
possibly noble intentions or positive outcomes of the exercise of power. A’s autonomy 
within a power relationship necessarily means correspondingly less power for B. (Göh-
ler, 2009, p. 28). 

___________________________________________________________________ 
1  Haugaard also argues that there is another view, which he calls “bridge building approaches” 

(Haugaard, 2012, p. 34) and which perceives power as a concept that is inclusive of power to, power 
with, and power over (Haugaard, 2012). Haugaard also presents nuanced readings of all three 
approaches: power as domination, power as empowerment, and bridge building approaches. 
However, I am more interested in what kind of a definition of politics would result if one informs 
one’s understanding of power as “power to or power with” (Haugaard, 2012, p. 33) instead of “power 
over” (Haugaard, 2012, p. 33). It would be out of the scope of this dissertation to engage further with 
the different forms of power Haugaard extensively analyzes in his paper. 
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The form of power that informs both Winner and Feenberg’s definitions of politics is 
this concept of power as power over. Winner places power over at the core of his analysis 
of Moses’ bridges: they exert power over those who want to use the road. Feenberg 
also positions humans and technologies in a power struggle, and his focus is on 
grasping which agent is limiting the realm of action of the other. A concept of 
politics with this definition of power at its heart is thus concerned with which actor 
will finally achieve domination as a result of the interaction between different actors. 
Politics, once formulated around a definition of power over, loses sight of plurality. 
Instead of focusing on how each member of society interacts and communicates 
different goals and ideals concerning how to live, politics concerned with power over 
focuses on which agent can enforce their vision of a good life or their choices on 
others. In power over, there is no room for a multiplicity of perspectives; there is only 
one overpowering perspective. This also limits the analysis of human–technology 
relations to oppression versus resistance (Verbeek, 2013), thus losing sight of the 
other ways in which technologies are politically relevant, for instance by giving rise 
to public debate or by helping to shape public spaces.  
 The alternative view approaches power as empowerment (Haugaard, 2012). To 
provide a clear definition, Göhler argues that 

Power to … is not related to other people. It is an ability to do or achieve something in-
dependent of others. It is not a social relation … is not directed at others, but at the 
individual or the group as actors themselves. The focus is not on the effects of power on 
others, those subjected to it, but on power as the ability to act autonomously. In this 
sense, power is constitutive for society … [Society] produces the social relations through 
which power acts and in which the individual is thus also “produced” (Göhler, 2009, 
pp. 28–29).  

According to Göhler, this form of power can be understood as a disposition, a 
capacity that is latent and invisible when not exercised (Göhler, 2009). Power in this 
sense is conceptualized as productive and generated through reciprocal interaction. 
Power to creates mutually dependent relationships: the power of A is strengthened by 
the power of B and vice versa (Goehler, 2000). Power over always produces a social 
relation that has a negative result: it diminishes the realm of action of another. A 
notion of politics as power over only makes visible relations of domination in the 
political realm. Shifting the focus from power over to power to allows the development 
of an understanding of the political that empowers the actors involved and thus 
opens more room to investigate how humans live together. However, even shifting 
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from power over to power to as the focus of politics does not address the main subject of 
politics itself – the way in which human beings relate to one another.  
 Actually, Pansardi (2012b) questions the validity of this distinction between power 
over and power to. According to Pansardi, power to should be understood to consist in 
social relations, just as power over does, since they both denote the same category of 
social facts (Pansardi, 2012b). Pansardi argues that the concept of power to can only 
be understood if it refers to a relational interpretation of having ability (Pansardi, 
2012b). For Pansardi, when it comes to ascertaining the power to of different individ-
uals in a society, it is necessary to focus on their social relationships with others 
(Pansardi, 2012b). Pansardi distinguishes between the two components of power to, 
namely power and ability, and points out that ability in this context is understood as 
an individual's ability to act on the basis of individual resources (Pansardi, 2012b). 
Power, on the other hand, describes the individual's options for action based on his 
or her opportunity context (Pansardi, 2012b). Thus, Pansardi argues that although 
one's abilities constitute a basis for one’s power, it does not necessarily follow that 
those abilities correspond to one’s power, since power is shaped by one’s opportunity 
context (Pansardi, 2012b). According to Pansardi, this means that 

when we talk about power in a society, we are always implying a social understanding 
of power, which is in part based, of course, on differentials in human personal abilities, 
but which cannot be correctly defined and understood without reference to the social 
relations by which it is implied (Pansardi, 2012b, p. 82). 

By exposing the relational nature of power to, Pansardi shows that power over and power 
to are not opposed to one another; rather, they are only “two different aspects of a 
single concept of power” (Pansardi, 2012b, p. 87). Power, for Pansardi, is  

intrinsically social and, as a consequence, able to account for the (implicit or explicit) re-
lationality which every attribution of power involves when we talk of power in a society. 
Power, in a society, is always both a power over and a power to, including in cases 
where the social others which are involved in the power relation are not immediately 
visible to the eye of the observer (2012b, p. 87). 

According to Pansardi,2 then, the differing concepts of power have one thing in 
common: the fact that they rest on relationality – in other words, interaction. Power 
___________________________________________________________________ 

2  There are of course objections to Pansardi’s formulation of power to and power over being different 
facets of the same concept. For example, Morriss (Morriss, 2012) argues that Pansardi’s criticism of 
human interdependence, while making a substantive point, does not make a conceptual one, which 
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over denotes a social situation where one has power over someone else (Raffnsøe, 
2013). Power to denotes “the capability to direct the way people relate to themselves 
and behave and it is the capacity to do so in and by the way we relate to and direct 
ourselves” (Raffnsøe, 2013, p. 250). Grasping the inherent relationality of power 
allows the debate to move beyond the limitations of politics perceived as power over. 
Power, either in the form of power to or in the form of power over, always implies and 
presupposes another source of power. In that sense, power can only be conceived of 
within a relation, since one would always need another to articulate or to understand 
what power is.  
 It can be argued, then, that in order to understand the notion of politics in the 
work of Feenberg and Winner, it is first necessary to thematize the dimension of 
interaction: Even if one intended to understand politics only in terms of power over, 
one would still need first to grasp the basis of the power relation, which is interac-
tion, since interaction is already inscribed in the notion of power over. The interaction 
might very well end in one agent overpowering another agent; however, as men-
tioned, for this end result to be achieved, interaction – and the role of technology in 
this interaction – first need to be thematized. It is only once the focus is an investiga-
tion of how humans live together that such a concept of politics can then facilitate a 
clear grasp of the role of technologies in this living together.  
 A viable alternative to Winner and Feenberg’s power over based politics of tech-
nology is Bruno Latour and his concept of Dingpolitik (2005). Developing out of the 
work that he undertook with Noortje Marres (2005), Latour’s politics can be defined 
as gathering around an issue, where the focus is on concerns that move people for 
action rather than on power relations (Latour, 2005; Marres, 2004,2005, 2013). 
While Latour does not explicitly define power, an analysis of his politics as issue 
formation lays bare that it perceives power as latent – as a potential that is realized 
when an issue generates a public around that concern. Below, I discuss Latour’s 
political philosophy of technology and explore what politics as issue formation can 
offer for a non-power over based politics of technology.  

 
results in her not making a difference in the concept of power as an ability (p. 91). In a response, 
Pansardi (Pansardi, 2012a) argues that her goal is to “propose a definition of power which may 
prove useful in the formulation of some guidelines for the understanding and evaluation of 
societies” (Pansardi, 2012a, p. 496). Therefore, Pansardi continues, her interpretation of power is 
necessarily a political one (Pansardi, 2012a, p. 496). It would be out of the scope of this dissertation 
to engage further with the debate on the nature of power. Pansardi’s recent article provides an 
efficient overview of the debate: Pansardi and Bindi (2021).  
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1.4. A Viable Alternative: Issues and Dingpolitik  

With his notion of Dingpolitik, Latour aims to show that politics is about what mat-
ters, where the concept of matter refers to things, also termed as artifacts. For 
Latour, it is these matters (or things) that bring humans and nonhumans together: 
Humans are concerned with a state of affairs in the world. Latour’s wide notion of 
matters covers all artifacts and technologies – essentially, all things that have been 
designed and created by humans. However, Latour denies the modern distinction 
between an actor (the subject) and a thing (the object) and argues that both humans 
and artifacts are actants. For Latour, there is no distinction between these two, 
especially when considering how scientific knowledge is produced. In a laboratory, 
for example, the microscope, the tubes, and the table in the laboratory have the 
same impact on how the knowledge is generated as the human actant, according to 
Latour (1987). 
 In his later writings, Latour went on to argue that politics also cannot be con-
ceived of only as a human affair, claiming that artifacts are deeply involved in the 
process of politics. For Latour, a parliament should act like one collective assembly 
that includes artifacts as well as people. Because artifacts are not simply “things,” 
they should be allowed to “speak” in these parliaments, and influencing the political 
process cannot be considered to be only a human affair. What Latour offers is a 
complete transformation of the basic framework of how we do politics by involving 
artifacts – and nature itself – as agents in the parliament. For example, if global 
warming is being discussed, the parliament should not only represent the people and 
their views and perceptions but also the phenomenon of global warming itself 
(Verbeek, 2020).  
 Latour’s aim has been to give nonhuman entities an active place in society and 
politics. For this purpose, he has argued for a dynamic understanding of agency in 
which everything that is in the world acts in a certain way, and this changes how 
society is shaped. In this dynamic understanding, there is also no distinction between 
artifacts and human beings. For Latour, everything is mediated; there is no encoun-
ter in the world that does not involve interwoven relations between actors, including 
both human and nonhuman entities (Harman, 2014). Latour believes that human 
interactions can vanish over time. If the existence of some sort of original state of 
nature is accepted, the primitive engagements of that time have already vanished, 
since there is nothing durable in the manner of an artifact or an institution that can 
generate knowledge about that time today. Mediations that exist between human 
actors can only be durable when nonhuman actors are also involved. For example, a 
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word can be written on a wall, on paper, or on stone, but in each case a nonhuman 
actor is involved. Latour argues that  

nonhumans … can stabilize social negotiations … They are at once pliable and dura-
ble; they can be shaped very fast, but, once shaped, they last much longer than the 
interaction that has fabricated them. Social interactions, on the other hand, are ex-
tremely labile and transitory (Latour, 1994, p. 803). 

This emphasis on the importance of nonhuman entities, and his conviction of the 
importance of mediation, leads Latour to a political philosophy that is radically 
different from any school of thought within the field.  
 Dingpolitik means that politics is not only a human affair: things are actively 
involved in the process. Generating an issue and attracting attention to a matter are 
not only in the hands of the humans; according to Latour, things also possess this 
capacity (Latour, 2005). For Latour, each object has the capability to gather around 
it an assembly of relevant parties to debate and discuss, and these objects not only 
gather but may also offer a variety of ways of approaching the issue, reaching a 
solution, and forming an agreement (Latour, 2005). According to Latour, democra-
cy should be oriented towards objects and should detect what they bring to the fore 
as much as it should be concerned with detecting the relevant parties and proce-
dures for the debate (Latour, 2005). 
 Latour also makes a radical claim regarding political matters, with his distinction 
between matters of fact and matters of concern. He states that politics does not 
evolve around facts (things that cannot be debatable or that claim to be the truth) 
but rather around matters of concern. It is these matters of concern that bring 
people together, according to Latour. He believes that humans are more connected 
to one another when faced with their worries, the issues they care about, and the 
things that concern them (Latour, 2005). He uses the verb “assembling” to define 
the gathering of human and nonhuman entities around a matter of concern. As 
Verbeek (2020) claims, in an almost Heideggerian fashion, Latour builds on the 
etymology of the word “thing” or “ding”:  

Originally, this word meant “assembly” or “gathering,” and also came to indicate the 
place of gathering, or the “parliament.” At the same time, the word indicates a concern 
that people have – the “thing” that is at stake (in Dutch: “in het geding”). Ding-politik, 
therefore, is a conception of politics as the gathering of people around something that is 
at stake for them: a public and its issues (Verbeek, 2020, p. 150). 
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According to Latour,  

we don’t assemble because we agree, look alike, feel good, are socially compatible or 
wish to fuse together but because we are brought by divisive matters of concern into 
some neutral, isolated place in order to come to some sort of provisional makeshift 
(dis)agreement (Latour, 2005, p. 13). 

The nonhuman entities, in this context, are not only things that people gather 
around or in, like a parliament building, but they are also the causes of concerns and 
diverse opinions. By claiming this, Latour focuses his attention back to the things 
themselves and points towards the issues they raise and bring about. According to 
Latour, these assemblies of human and nonhuman entities can appear anywhere, at 
any time, wherever the collective of human and nonhuman actors gathers. Even 
though there is always a physical dimension to the gathering of an assembly, it does 
not necessitate a designated spot. For example, a parliament building is not a 
guarantee that an assembly will gather inside it. In his “What if we talked politics a 
little?” (Latour, 2003), Latour argues that even if a speech is Carried out in a 
parliament, this is not a guarantee that that speech is political. He says,  

One can be a member of Parliament and not talk in a political way. Conversely, one 
can be at home with one’s family, in an office, at work, and start talking politically about 
some issue or other even if none of one’s words have any apparent link with the political 
sphere (Latour, 2003, p. 145).  

So, for Latour, in these assemblies of collectives – collectives of human and nonhu-
man entities in which things speak and act – even though the physical space is 
somewhat important, exercising politics is not limited to parliaments. This collective 
of human and nonhuman entities is the public for Latour, and the public creates the 
assembly according to the matters of concern it gathers around. Thus, with his 
Dingpolitik, Latour argues that politics is not only a matter of concern for states, 
experts, or bureaucrats but also for the public. It is the public that deals with the 
decisions made by states, experts, or bureaucrats: politics concerns the public the 
most. How politics comes into being for Latour is that it is generated by issues 
(Harman, 2014): Something that happens in the world concerns people, gathers 
them around that issue, and moves them towards action. These matters of concern  
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are raised by the things. Latour argues:  

Let us remember that non-humans are not in themselves objects, and still less are they 
matters of fact. They first appear as matters of concern, as new entities that provoke 
perplexity and thus speech in those who gather around them, discuss them, and argue 
over them (Latour, 2004a, p. 66).  

According to Latour, “we perhaps never differ about opinions, but rather always 
about things – about what world we inhabit” (2004b, p. 455). Inspired by his student 
Marres’s (2005) reinterpretation of Dewey, Latour proposed a new angle to define 
the political:  

Whatever the term one wishes to use – object, thing, gathering, concern – the key move 
is to make all definitions of politics turn around the issues instead of having the issues en-
ter into a ready-made political sphere to be dealt with. First define how things turn the 
public into a problem, and only then try to render more precise what is political, which 
procedures should be put into place, how the various assemblies can reach closure, and 
so on. Such is the hard-headed Dingpolitik of [STS] as opposed to the human-centred 
Realpolitik (Latour, 2007, p. 815).  

An issue, the thing that people gather around, occurs when a matter of fact is 
translated into a matter of concern. This matter of concern then becomes an issue, 
and these issues, according to Latour, generate a public around them. Latour states 
that politics “aims to allow to exist that which would not exist without it: the public 
as a temporarily defined totality.” In saying this, Latour is drawing attention to the 
fact that the public that is generated around one issue will dissolve, and another 
public will emerge around another issue, and so on. When the life cycle of an issue is 
finalized, the public around it will also cease to exist. Latour’s political theory of 
technology is about agreement between several entities that form a public and the 
empowerment this agreement brings about.  
 However, Latour does not seem to uncover what kind of influence the artifacts 
have in this issue formation; in other words, he does not explain its technological 
mediation aspect. Latour claims that “to be self-contained – that is to be an actor – 
and to be thoroughly dependent – that is to be a network – is to say twice the same 
thing” (Latour, 2011, p. 7). He takes the human and nonhuman entities in his 
political philosophy as a whole, a public, but the dynamics within that public – the 
struggles, identity claims, different motives for self-realization of different entities – 
do not have attention paid to them. Because his politics is pragmatic and result 
oriented, he misses how the various elements of the public not only interact with one 
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another but also influence, change, and shape one another. Latour does not investi-
gate how the identities of the plural entities that make up the public change and 
evolve, nor does he consider the mediations that take place within the public. One 
specific public that is generated around one specific issue may dissolve, ceasing to be 
that specific public after the issue is resolved, but the interactions and mediations 
that were realized within that public do not go away. Those mediations influence the 
disposition of the human actors and nonhuman actants towards the world. The same 
actors and actants may gather around a new issue, but because of the previously 
realized mediations, they will not be the same human actors and nonhuman actants.  

 Latour’s politics of technology considers politics primarily as a manner of 

dealing with an issue, of solving a problem. Latour pays a substantial amount of 
attention to the interactions between the nonhuman actants and human actors and 
how these interactions generate new entities. However, the role of the dynamics 
within the public – the struggles, identity claims, and different motives for self-
realization of different entities – do not receive sufficient attention. In Latour’s 
politics of technology, human subjectivity and intersubjectivity seem to be dissolving 
into the concept of public for the sake of achieving closure for the issue at hand. 
Ultimately, the interactional aspect of Latour’s politics is focused on solving a 
problem, and this causes Latour to inadequately thematize the technologically 
mediated character of human subjectivity and intersubjectivity. 

1.4.1. A New Direction 

This close examination of the prominent figures within philosophy of technology 
exposes the two issues that a new political philosophy of technology has to over-
come. First, such a philosophy must adapt a non-power over based definition of 
politics in order to adequately investigate political human–technology relations. 
Power over based approaches only expose relations of domination as relevant to 
politics that occurs between humans and technology. The full scope of human–
technology relations, and the relevance of this relation to politics, remains unex-
plored. As already discussed, relationality – in other words, interaction – is the basis 
of any power relation that can emerge. So even if one intended to understand 
politics only in terms of power over, one would still need first to grasp the basis of the 
power relation, which is interaction. To explore the role of technology in politics, the 
investigation first needs to be focused on interaction and the role of technology in 
this interaction. Second, this philosophy must provide a perspective that thematizes 
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the dynamics within the public that makes up a political community, while accurate-
ly acknowledging the intricate, dynamic relationship between the subject, 
intersubjectivity, and the material conditions in which these interactions take place. 
To develop this alternative account of politics of technology, this dissertation Carries 
out a conceptual and empirical investigation of the main research question: How do 
technologies inform the way in which political communities are formed by mediating our political 
interpretations and interactions? 

1.5. Hannah Arendt: A Guide for a New Political Mediation Theory  

As a complement to power- and issue-driven politics of technology, this dissertation 
establishes a new framework based on the work of Hannah Arendt and analyzes the 
political influence of technology through its impact on political hermeneutics and 
intersubjectivity. Arendt’s political hermeneutics is helpful to focus on the interac-
tional aspect of politics, thus allowing an understanding of politics that can move 
beyond politics as power over. In addition, Arendt’s understanding of intersubjectivity, 
since it is based on a dynamic relationship between the self, the world, and other 
people, leaves room to investigate the role of the material conditions in this intersub-
jectivity. Developing this alternative account of politics of technology based on 
Arendt’s political theory requires a theory of technology that can concern itself with 
how the world becomes politically meaningful. When a set of relationships erupts 
between humans and technologies, such a sudden eruption means that those rela-
tionships arrive without predetermined notions that one intuitively would assign to 
politics.  
 Hannah Arendt’s political theory is a rebellion against common definitions of the 
aim and matter of politics itself. Arendt shows that the current definition of politics – 
by its problem-solving and power-oriented character – fails to take its more primor-
dial meaning into account: people forming a community. By separating politics from 
achieving goals and solving issues, Arendt argues for an exercise- and debate-
oriented politics that is concerned with the maintenance and care of the shared, 
durable world (Knauer, 1980). By deconstructing the basic notions of what politics 
stands for, Arendt opens room for an analysis of the relationships that emerge 
between humans and what those relationships mean for politics. Arendt’s political 
theory understands power as an end result of human interaction. In Arendt’s view, 
power is not the ultimate defining character of political life, even though – in her 
specific definition – power is deeply connected to politics. According to Göhler, 
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Arendt positions power as a purely self-referential decision (Göhler, 2009). Arendt 
does not consider power to be in the possession of an individual but rather to be in 
the possession of a group – in other words, a community of individuals. For Arendt, 
power is a potential that can be realized only through communication (Göhler, 
2009). Göhler argues that in that sense, in Arendt’s formulation, power is empow-
erment: It is “people gaining the ability of autonomous action” (Göhler, 2009, p. 
32). According to Arendt, power 

is always as we would say, a power potential, and not an unchangeable, measurable and 
reliable entity like force or strength. While strength is a natural quality of an individual 
seen in isolation, power springs up between men when they act together and vanishes 
the moment they disperse. Because of this peculiarity, which power shares with all po-
tentialities that can only be actualized but never fully materialized, power is to an 
astonishing degree independent of material factors, either of numbers or means (Ar-
endt, 1998, p. 200). 

By defining power as a potential, Arendt stresses a fundamental relationship between 
power and action. Power can only become something “actual” when people act 
together; it is what “springs up between men when they act together and vanishes 
the moment they disperse” (Arendt, 1998, p.200) When human beings congregate 
and act together, even though they inevitably have different worldviews and stances 
on how to live or how to act – perhaps in the form of a protest or in the form of 
passing a bill in parliament – at that moment, Arendt believes, power is actualized. 
D’Entrèves defines Arendtian politics as 

a matter of people sharing a common world and a common space of appearance in 
which public concerns can emerge and be articulated from different perspectives. For 
politics to occur it is not enough to have a collection of private individuals voting sepa-
rately and anonymously according to their private opinions. Rather these individuals 
must be able to see and talk to one another in public, to meet in a public space so that 
their differences as well as their commonalities can emerge and become the subject of 
democratic debate (D’Entrèves 2002, p. 17). 

The central category in Arendt’s political theory is “interaction”; in fact, according 
to her theory, power should be seen as the product or manifestation of human 
interaction. When humans interact with one another, this always happens in a 
space: There is always an artificial setting, whether material or digital, physical or 
nonphysical, that is the background to this human interaction.  
 Understanding politics in terms of interaction that requires a public space has 
important implications for the ways in which the political significance of technology 
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can be conceptualized. However, Arendt’s political theory alone is not adequate for 
developing this alternative account of politics of technology, since she did not really 
elaborate on the influence of materiality in politics. Technological mediation theory 
proves to be a perfect fit for this alternative account of politics of technology. It sees 
technologies as having an in-between role, mediating between humans and the world. 
By situating technologies in this way, this theory provides an analysis of the role 
technologies play in humans’ experience of, existence in, and perception of the 
world. It studies technology in terms of the relations between human beings and 
technological artifacts and examines the various ways technologies are influential in 
shaping relations between human beings and the world. In this perspective, technol-
ogies are not only viewed as functional or instrumental, but as mediators of human 
experiences and practices. In addition, technological mediation theory is based on a 
postphenomenological approach: The starting point of analysis within this theory is 
technologies themselves, rather than the application of philosophical theories to 
technologies. In this sense, technological mediation theory gives room for an analysis 
of a wide variety of human–technology relations that start from the relations that 
emerge from human–technology interactions.  

1.6. Technological Mediation 

Technological mediation theory can complement the missing material dimension in 
Arendt’s political theory in order to develop an alternative account of politics of 
technology, in two ways. First, as Verbeek shows, technologies can embody forms of 
power in a way that has a hermeneutic dimension (Verbeek, 2020). Technologies 
help shape our interpretative frameworks and are often also central to conflicts 
between interpretations (Verbeek, 2020). Technological mediation theory adapts a 
dynamic perspective on power, which allows the analysis of human–technology 
relations not to be limited only to relations of domination but also to focus on the 
generation of interpretative frameworks. Second, technologies are political since 
they organize political interactions (Verbeek, 2020). Verbeek argues that technolo-
gies enable people to come together (or prevent them from doing so) in a public 
space which itself mediates the character of these interactions. According to Ver-
beek, it is evident that technological artifacts and systems shape human behaviors 
and frames of interpretation. (Verbeek, 2005) In this sense, Verbeek argues, human 
freedom has a mediated character: when technologies mediate our interpretative 
framework, they also mediate the cognitive basis from which we make decisions 
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(Verbeek, 2020). This inevitably influences political interaction. Understanding the 
technologically mediated character of political interaction can help expose how 
technologies enable or disable political communities.  
 Technological mediation theory has been criticized for lacking a political 
dimension (Feenberg, 2009; Kaplan, 2009). This lack, according to Kaplan, stems 
from the theory’s strong focus on individual examples, in which subjects and objects 
are coconstituted. Kaplan claims the theory avoids an exploration of how technical 
systems influence the relations not between individual actors but between society 
and the world. The theory of technological mediation has the potential to form the 
basis of a comprehensive political analysis of technology that goes beyond the 
prevailing power orientation. Arendt’s political theory can bring the missing political 
dimension to technological mediation theory. In that sense, the alternative political 
philosophy of technology that is developed in this dissertation synthesizes technolog-
ical mediation theory and Arendt’s political theory.  
 Further articulation of the Arendtian account of politics of technology requires 
both a conceptual and an empirical investigation. Arendt, in her prologue to The 
Human Condition, writes, “What I propose therefore is very simple: it is nothing more 
than to think what we are doing” (Arendt, 1998, p. 5). Following Arendt’s proposal, 
this dissertation requires an empirical lens at what I am doing, an explorative way of 
getting in touch with reality that I will later conceptually scrutinize. Even though this 
open exploration will not aim towards normative conclusions in itself, it will set the 
theme for them and allow me to make visible the framework I aim to develop so as 
to investigate political significance of technology in a more adequate way. To this 
end, the empirical exploration in this dissertation focuses on a case study based on 
Gezi Park protests.  
 Starting on 30th May 2013, Turkey’s largest city, Istanbul, witnessed public 
unrest in its central area, Gezi Park. Before sunrise on May 31st, police forces 
entered the park and violently dispersed the protesters who were occupying it in an 
attempt to stop its demolition as part of a municipal urban renewal project (Gürcan 
& Peker, 2015).During the protests, social media platforms – especially Facebook 
and Twitter – played a major role both in offering a space for dissemination of 
information (nationally and internationally) and for facilitating communication 
among protesters (Chrona & Bee, 2017). Hundreds of thousands of people across the 
country took to the streets in a spontaneous and collective response to what they 
perceived as the government's increasing authoritarianism and conservatism (Gür-
can & Peker, 2015). With this, a simple urban park was transformed into “a symbol 
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of resistance against the increasingly authoritarian and socially interventionist rule” 
(Gürcan & Peker, 2015, p.7). Suppressed by excessive police violence, the protesters 
had left the park by 15th June. (Gürcan & Peker, 2015). The park and the 2013 
protests became synonymous; hence, to understand how the protest’s dynamics 
proceeded digitally, it is also important to understand what the park itself contribut-
ed to the development of the protests. In this way, the Gezi Park protests present a 
curious intersection between political theory and philosophy of technology that 
includes not just the space for digital contestation but also the spatial and cultural 
arrangements that coshaped the protests.  
 In this dissertation, the role of empirically investigating the Gezi Park case study 
is explorative and supportive, giving the spirit and reality check to the philosophical 
analysis. To this end, the empirical exploration that I undertake builds on the 
existing studies analyzing the events of the Gezi Park protests (Baban & Güzel, 2015; 
Chrona & Bee, 2017; Eken, 2014; Haciyakupoglu & Zhang, 2015; Kuymulu, 2013; 
Özbank, 2013; Tufekci, 2013, 2015, 2017). Occasionally, I also draw on semistruc-
tured interviews I conducted myself with the citizens of Istanbul and participants of 
the Gezi Park protests to illustrate and qualify the conceptual analysis, make it more 
lived and real. The version of empirical philosophy I conduct here is therefore 
relatively “lightweight” in that it does not use empirical data as a groundwork for 
conceptual elaboration. Rather, it uses elements of ethnography – through conversa-
tions with the protest participants – for illustrative purposes and to set the stage for 
the analysis.  
 Regardless of the modest scope of my empirical contribution, it is essential to 
unpack the role of the public park in the creation of a heterogeneous political 
community and in the creation of spaces for contestation. In doing this work of 
unpacking, I follow Annemarie Mol (2021), who suggests that philosophers engage 
with the real practices in which objects are involved – objects that philosophy 
otherwise addresses from a distance. Presenting the case study analysis and illustra-
tive quotes from the interviews in this dissertation thus helps me to position the 
philosophical concepts in real life and challenge them from within the practices 
surrounding them. The explorative version of empirical philosophy I offer here 
therefore does not purport to provide normative guidance but rather to experiential-
ly position the philosophical concepts I wish to explore. 



Technological Mediation of Politics 

20 

1.7. Outline 

This dissertation consists of two parts. The first part is composed of two chapters in 
which I lay the foundations for this alternative, Arendtian account of political 
philosophy of technology. In the second part of the dissertation, I develop the 
concept of technopolitical mediation, synthesizing technological mediation theory 
and Arendt’s political theory. I demonstrate that technopolitical mediation occurs in 
two steps: technological mediation of common sense, which I explore in Chapter 4, 
and technological mediation of intersubjectivity, which I explore in Chapter 5.  
 Thus, Chapter 2, “Politics as Interaction: Hannah Arendt and Political Theory,” 
introduces important components of Arendt’s political theory and clarifies how these 
concepts are related to one another. According to Arendt, politically active life is vita 
activa (Arendt, 1998). This vita activa consists of three different modes of being 
human: animal laborans, homo faber, and zoon politikon (Arendt, 1998). These modes of 
being are also connected to forms of activities: animal laborans works and takes care of 
humans’ biological needs; homo faber creates durable things, such as buildings that 
provide shelter for humans; and zoon politikon acts, appearing in public as a distinct, 
unique being via engaging in discussions with fellow human beings in public spaces. 
The action of zoon politikon is what reveals the world as politically meaningful for 
Arendt; thus, politics can only occur when zoon politikon acts and interacts.  
 Arendt interprets politics as praxis – that is, an activity that does not need an 
external justification for its existence: It is an end in itself. Through its appearance in 
the world, praxis is accompanied by human plurality and freedom. These concepts 
are, on the one hand, what secures the possibility of praxis’s appearance; on the other 
hand, they are what praxis aspires to achieve in the condition of their nonexistence. 
By establishing praxis as politics, Arendt argues against conceptualizing politics as 
poiesis – that is, understanding politics not as an end in itself but as instrumental to 
achieving an aim or result. Building on an extensive exegesis of Arendt’s work, the 
chapter concludes by arguing that today, politics is being considered as if it were a 
form of technology. While arguing this assumption to be wrong, the chapter con-
cludes that technologies can be political, since they condition the way in which 
politics is Carried out. 
 In Chapter 3, “Arendt, Phenomenology, and Technology,” I argue that poiesis is 
as essential as praxis for politics. By maintaining the distinction between poiesis and 
praxis, I show that they are in fact intertwined rather than opposed. I show that a 
close inspection of the meaning of the concepts praxis and poiesis for Arendt necessi-
tates a close inspection of her method of analysis, which is phenomenology, 
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specifically hermeneutic phenomenology. In fact, Arendt’s political theory is a 
hermeneutic phenomenology of the political (Borren, 2013). I demonstrate that 
“Arendt’s hermeneutic phenomenology” (Borren, 2013) allows her to situate the 
world as the basis of human understanding and meaning making. This observation 
leads to grasping Arendt’s notions of common world and common sense as the 
building blocks of her political theory. The fact that Arendt positions common sense 
as both “world building” and “world disclosing” (Borren, 2013), I demonstrate, 
suggests a closer relationship between poiesis and praxis. This leads me to argue that it 
is poiesis that creates the world on which human life depends. I argue that the world 
Arendt positions as essential for human life is indeed artificial but also material. 
Following this, I show that Arendt’s insistence on the opposition of praxis and poiesis 
stems from her observations regarding modern technology and mass society. These 
observations lead her to position modern technology as antithetical if not irrelevant 
to politics. However, following Arendt’s understanding of the cultural products of 
homo faber, I argue that she can guide us to formulate an interaction-based politics of 
technology. Following this, I show that the cultural products of homo faber not only 
stabilize the appearances of praxis but also inspire further appearances of praxis, 
because they are an embodiment of the meaning that the world has been given at 
their time of creation.  
 In Chapter 4, “Technological Mediation of Common Sense,” I investigate how 
technologies mediate our common and political interpretative frameworks. The 
chapter starts by arguing that postphenomenology, rather than phenomenology, can 
help Arendt’s political theory to expand the implications of the influence of poiesis on 
praxis. This is because it is postphenomenology that investigates the hermeneutic 
implications of materiality. I show, through postphenomenology of technology, that 
things (artifacts, objects, and technologies) have a hermeneutic dimension; because 
of that quality, they mediate human experience and how humans have access to 
their world – in other words, how humans make sense of their world. Following on 
this insight, I refer to Olya Kudina’s (2019) scheme of the hermeneutic lemniscate to 
explore the mediation of common sense by technologies. I demonstrate that Kudi-
na’s hermeneutic lemniscate presents a new principle of human interpretation and 
sense-making, namely that human interpretation and sense-making are technologi-
cally mediated. Therefore, the model helps in explaining the role of the cultural and 
moral history of the person engaging with the technology in question. Subsequently, 
I analyze how poiesis mediates praxis by providing scripts from the interviews that I 
conducted with the participants of the Gezi Park protests. Through these extracts, I 
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show how the material constructs of homo faber in the form of technologies have the 
same hermeneutic power that cultural products of homo faber have. Both of them 
contribute to our common sense and mediate the human experience of the world. I 
end the chapter with a synthesis of the political hermeneutics of Arendt and the 
material hermeneutics of technological mediation theory.  
 In Chapter 5, “Technological Mediation of Intersubjectivity,” I discuss the 
mediating role of technology in intersubjectivity. I show that the manifestation of the 
authentic and free self is either fostered or suppressed due to the intersubjective 
relationships within the community the individual is engaged in. I argue that if this 
community has limited to no possibilities for the self to take personal responsibility 
and express its unique perspective on matters that concern the individual, it will 
suppress the possibility of the manifestation of the authentic and free self. Building 
on the distinctions presented, through an analysis of the interviews I conducted with 
the participants of the Gezi Park protests, I focus on the role of technology in these 
intersubjective relationships. I illustrate that there is an intrinsic relationship between 
the authenticity of the community and the material space that hosts this community. 
Finally, I provide an additional aspect of community that is missing in Kudina’s 
(2019) hermeneutic lemniscate. I show that the material space where people meet 
mediates both the way in which a community is established and the way in which an 
individual becomes a part of a community.  
 The dissertation concludes by arguing that technologies do much more political-
ly than simply exerting power over individuals: They also condition, frame, instigate, 
and organize politics. Technologies inform the way in which political communities 
are formed by mediating our political interpretations and interactions. Technologies 
mediate common sense – in other words, the common interpretative frameworks of 
humans – which in turn is reflected in the common interpretative framework of the 
political community. Technologies also mediate intersubjectivity. An individual’s 
political decisions, and how they express them, is either fostered or suppressed due 
to the intersubjective relationships within the community in which the individual is 
engaged. There is an intrinsic relationship between the political structure of the 
community and the material space that hosts this community. This material envi-
ronment conditions and organizes the structure of the political community in which 
the individual is engaged. In this way, the way in which people express themselves 
politically not only depends on the cultural, institutional, or intersubjective condi-
tions but also on the material conditions. 
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2 Politics as Interaction:  
Hannah Arendt and Political Theory 

A limited conception of politics that is informed only by a notion of power over misses 
a grasp of the intricate relationship between humans and technology – and to what 
that would mean for politics. In order to go beyond this limited approach, there is a 
need for Hannah Arendt’s interaction-based political theory. However, this necessi-
tates a thorough examination of politics as interaction in the first place.  
 This chapter, therefore, sets out the foundations of Arendt’s political theory as a 
prelude to establishing a new approach within political philosophy of technology. It 
interrogates Arendt’s interpretation of the Aristotelian concepts of praxis and poiesis 
and their relationship to politics. Based on this discussion, the chapter shows that 
traditionally, politics has been coupled with an instrumental, goal-oriented approach 
towards the world that is inherent in poiesis, our human capacity that is guided by 
techne. Following Arendt (Arendt, 1998), I show that this coupling limits the realm of 
politics and causes a misinterpretation of the definitions of features that make up the 
political realm, such as plurality, freedom, action, and power. Finally, I show that 
once the basis of politics is conceptualized as praxis, this enables a political space, a 
polis. This polis enforces the citizen individual acting in the world as a free agent 
connected to their community through shared concerns, experiencing freedom 
among a plurality of perspectives through interaction. 
 To lay the foundations for this argument, the first section of the chapter delves 
into Arendt’s criticism of Plato’s influence on conceptualizing politics as poiesi – that 
is, understanding politics not as an end in itself but as instrumental to achieving an 
aim or result. Following Arendt, I argue that politics was based on praxis before 
Plato’s intervention, and I call for revitalizing politics as praxis.  
 Having established that Arendt’s political theory is based on politics as praxis, the 
second section of the chapter starts with introducing important components of this 
political theory and clarifying how these concepts are related to one another. 
According to Arendt, a politically active life is vita active (Arendt, 1998) This vita active 
consists of three different modes of being human: animal laborans, homo faber, and zoon 
politikon (Arendt, 1998). These modes of being are also connected to forms of activi-
ties: animal laborans labors and takes care of humans’ biological needs; homo faber 



Technological Mediation of Politics 

24 

works, creating durable things such as buildings that provide shelter for humans; and 
zoon politikon acts, appearing in public as a distinct, unique being via engaging in 
discussions with fellow human beings in public spaces. The action of zoon politikon is 
what reveals the world as politically meaningful for Arendt; thus, politics can only 
occur when zoon politikon acts and interacts. Because Arendt interprets politics as 
praxis, she sees it as an activity that does not need an external justification for its 
existence: it is an end in itself.  
 After demonstrating these main distinctions between the activities that make up 
vita activa, in the third section, I explain how this form of life can be realized. This 
discussion reveals that plurality, freedom, action, and power are essential features of 
a politically flourishing life. I show that these concepts are intimately related to one 
another and that together they are all essential in the appearance of political activity 
as praxis. That is, they are essential for the practical manifestation of how the idea of 
the political appears to one and how one puts that idea into practice. These concepts 
are, on the one hand, what secures the possibility of praxis’s appearance in the world; 
on the other hand, they are what praxis aspires to achieve in the condition of their 
nonexistence. 
 The chapter concludes by arguing that conceptualizing politics as interaction 
allows room for a thorough exploration of the influence of technology in politics. I 
argue that only through maintaining the distinction between poiesis (that has a result 
manifested as technology) and praxis (that has a result manifested as politics) can we 
investigate the intricate relationship between the two.  

2.1. Plato’s Transformation of the Polis  

In The Human Condition (Arendt, 1998), Arendt begins to unravel the meaning of 
politics, tracing its beginning to Plato, whom she criticizes because she alleges that 
he replaced the Greek concept of praxis3 (action) as the basis of politics with poiesis 
(fabrication). Plato’s motive for this replacement, according to Arendt, was to 
announce the life of contemplation – bios theoretikos in Greek – as the mode of living 
that is more worth pursuing4 than bios politikos (life of action). Arendt, following the 

___________________________________________________________________ 
3  Like Arendt, I use praxis and action interchangeably, and both terms always refer to political action. 
4  Arendt here uses the concepts bios theoretikos and vita contemplativa interchangeably. The validity of 

this form of use is open to debate, but it is not in the scope of this dissertation to discuss the matter. 
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distinction between bios politikos and bios theoretikos,5 invents her own two fundamental 
categories where human life unfolds: vita activa and vita contemplativa. While vita 
contemplativa is the withdrawal from the world, the public, and political affairs, vita 
activa is the life devoted to them (Arendt, 1990). 
 According to Taminiaux (1997),6 Plato not only presents vita contemplativa as 
superior to vita activa but also situates vita activa as a form of life that is experienced to 
“assist” (Taminiaux, 1997, p. 24) vita contemplativa. Plato presents the philosopher, the 
one who devotes his life to contemplation, as the one who also needs to Carry out 
physical activities to remain alive. These activities, such as maintaining the body, 
providing oneself with shelter, and maintaining the silence and calm of contempla-
tive life, necessitate the philosopher’s having a political life that is organized and 
peaceful (Taminiaux, 1997). For Plato, however, praxis is in contradiction with 
providing the calm and peace the philosopher needs, because of the qualities that 
are inherent to it.  
 Plato, according to Arendt, especially after the death of Socrates, wanted to strip 
action (praxis)7 of its political character, because of its inherent qualities, and 
searched for ways to construct a new form of political activity (Arendt, 1998). To 
that end, Plato first blurred the distinction within the activities of vita activa, namely 
poiesis and praxis, so that he could situate vita contemplativa as the superior mode of 
living (Taminiaux, 1997). Arendt here follows an etymological path to reach an 
understanding of how praxis was subjugated to poiesis. First, she goes back to the  

 
For more information on bios theoretikos see (Bénatouïl & Bonazzi, 2012; Cavarero, 2002; Leonard, 
2019; Parekh, 1981; Warren, 2004). 

5  According to Arendt, bios (human life) is distinguished from the life of all other entities in the world 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 97). The appearance and disappearance of bios, Arendt says, “constitute worldly 
events which ultimately can be told as a story, establish a biography” (Arendt, 1998, p. 97). 
According to Villa (1995), Arendt criticizes the Western philosophical tradition’s valuing of life 
devoted to contemplation (bios theoretikos) over life of action (bios politikos) ,(Villa, 1995, p. 17). Arendt, 
as will be seen, throughout her analysis of the activities that constitute vita activa, sets action (praxis) 
apart from the other activities. The reason for this is that, in coupling action with the realm of 
plurality, she finds the perfect definition of Aristotle’s bios politikos. Arendt’s motive in this coupling is 
to show that freedom cannot be found in contemplation, as was portrayed by the Western 
philosophical tradition (Villa, 1995). 

6  Here, I heavily rely on Jacques Taminiaux’s (Taminiaux, 1987, 1996, 1997) reading of Aristotle 
and Plato, since it is not in the scope of this dissertation to discuss Aristotle and Plato’s original 
works.  

7  My addition. 
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Greek and Latin roots of the verb “to act”:  

In Greek the verbs archein (“to begin,” “to lead,” finally “to rule”) and prattein (“to pass 
through,” “to achieve,” “to finish”) correspond to the two Latin verbs agere (“to set into 
motion,” “to lead”) and gerere (whose original meaning is “to bear”)8 (Arendt, 1998, p. 
189). 

Arendt says that praxis, because of the Greek and Latin verbs that it contains, seems 
as if it is divided into two parts: to begin, and to finish what has been begun (Arendt, 
1998). For Arendt, these verbs are interrelated, but both the Latin gerere and Greek 
prattein assumed the sole definition of action (Arendt, 1998). Archein was diminished to 
only one meaning, namely to rule, and agere only meant to lead, being stripped of its 
meaning of setting something into motion (Arendt, 1998). 
 According to Arendt, Plato opened the way for a new form of relationship to be 
the defining character of politics by differentiating two interconnected modes of 
action: archein (beginning) and prattein (achieving) – ruling and being ruled. (Arendt, 
1998) For Arendt, Plato wanted to make sure that the one who carries out archein 
would remain in control of what they had started alone, without the help of their 
fellow human beings. (Arendt, 1998). Praxis in its original sense depended on both 
archein and prattein, requiring the existence of others for its execution (Arendt, 1998). 
When action appears, as noted above, it establishes a set of relationships. These 
relationships appear in the form of reaction to the action. Therefore, for action to be 
completed, it is essential that there be an audience that reacts to the act that has 
been performed. For example, a famous speech such as Martin Luther King Jr.’s “I 
have a dream” speech required an audience. If there had been no audience to 
appeal to, King Jr. would not have been able to reveal the world as it appeared to 
him and reveal himself. 
 By isolating archein as an activity in itself, Plato managed to constitute beginning 
and acting as separate activities and thus established the beginner as the ruler who 
“does not have to act at all (prattein), but rules (archein) over those who are capable of 
execution” (Arendt, 1998, pp. 222–223). According to Arendt, Plato’s proposal, in 
the light of this search for a new political form of life, was the philosopher-king who 
was solely responsible for attending to public affairs. By situating the philosopher as 

___________________________________________________________________ 
8  Here, Arendt refers to Homer for the reader to see the use of prattein and archein (cf. C. Capelle, 

Worterbuch des Homeros und der Homeriden [1889]). As quoted in Arendt, (1998, p. 189). 
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the king, Plato banished the citizens of the polis from attending to the common 
affairs with their fellow human beings (Arendt, 1998). According to Arendt, this 
relationship of ruling and being ruled had existed in the privacy of the household for 
the ancient Greeks, but experiencing this form of relationship in the polis was foreign 
to them.9 However, Arendt continues, 

Plato was the first to introduce the division between those who know and do not act and 
those who act and do not know, instead of the old articulation of action into beginning 
and achieving, so that knowing what to do and doing it became two altogether different 
performances (Arendt, 1998, p. 223).  

Plato’s division of archein from prattein meant the division between thought and 
action, which caused the transformation of the polis. Since then, the polis has been 
constructed via the relationship between ruling and being ruled, where action 
cannot play any part as it did in the original form of the polis (Arendt, 1998). Arendt 
argues:  

The Platonic separation of knowing and doing has remained at the root of all theories of 
domination which are not mere justifications of an irreducible and irresponsible will to 
power. By sheer force of conceptualization and philosophical clarification, the Platonic 
identification of knowledge with command and rulership and of action with obedience 
and execution overruled all earlier experiences and articulations in the political realm 
and became authoritative for the whole tradition of political thought, even after the 
roots of experience from which Plato derived his concepts had long been forgotten 
(1998, p. 225). 

Plato’s substitution of rulership for action became stronger when he interpreted 
praxis (action) as poiesis (fabrication). Praxis had already lost its validity and meaning-
fulness when it was separated from thought, but Plato applied his doctrine of ideas to 
the political realm as well, where ideas were constructed as standards. Before his 
interest in politics, Plato defined ideas as variations of the beautiful, as “what shines 
forth most (ekphanestaton)” (Arendt, 1998, p. 225). However, later in the Republic, 
Arendt argues, Plato transformed his concept of ideas to variations of “the good,” 
and he then situated this concept of the good as the highest single idea of the 
___________________________________________________________________ 

9  According to Taminiaux, Arendt supports her claims about the Greek way of life in the ancient 
city-state with references to pre-Platonic texts written by authors such as Homer, Herodotus, and 
Thucydides (Taminiaux, 1997, p. 25). She also refers to Aristotle’s texts to support her claims, even 
though she acknowledges that Aristotle was also guilty of the subordination of praxis to poiesis 
(Arendt, 1998, pp. 12–21). 
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philosopher’ (Arendt, 1998, pp. 225–226). Just like the objective standards that guide 
the craftsman towards his work when he is in the process of making, the good 
becomes the objective standard of the philosopher-king when he is ruling. For 
Arendt, this “good” is not the highest ideal sought by the philosopher in the cave via 
contemplation, but rather the highest idea attained by the philosopher-king who 
seeks to turn it into “objective” certainties (Arendt, 1998, p. 226). By situating the 
good as the highest objective standard for ruling, Plato aimed at eliminating the 
private or personal interest of the rulers, which could run counter to the communal 
interest of the polis (Arendt, 1998, pp. 226–227). According to Arendt,  

The construction of the public space in the image of a fabricated object, on the contra-
ry, Carried with it only the implication of ordinary mastership, experience in the art of 
politics as in all other arts, where the compelling factor lies not in the person of the artist 
or craftsman but in the impersonal object of his art or craft. In the Republic, the philos-
opher-king applies the ideas as the craftsman applies his rules and standards; he 
“makes” his City as the sculptor makes a statue; and in the final Platonic work these 
same ideas have even become laws which need only be executed (1998, p. 227). 

Plato, by separating archein and prattein, first eroded the meaning and validity of praxis 
and later completely removed it from the realm of political human affairs by substi-
tuting it with poiesis. Arendt argues that  

Plato, and to a lesser degree, Aristotle,10 who thought craftsmen not even worthy of full-
fledged citizenship, were the first to propose handling political matters and ruling politi-
cal bodies in the mode of fabrication. This seeming contradiction clearly indicates the 
depth of the authentic perplexities inherent in the human capacity for action and the 
strength of the temptation to eliminate its risks and dangers by introducing into the web 

___________________________________________________________________ 
10  According to Arendt, Aristotle was closer to Greek understanding of the practice of politics than 

Plato. However, even though Aristotle maintained his idea that politics is the best way to live in the 
world, he also considered it as a means to achieve the moral life, a life of contemplation (Dossa, 
1989, p. 20). Villa argues that Aristotle defines the polis via its self-sufficient quality; in other words, 
the polis can both provide the “necessities of life and fulfill the human desire for the good life” (Villa, 
1995, p. 21). Situating the polis as self-sufficient, according to Villa, means that this polis is an end in 
itself. (Villa, 1995) Thus, the polis is not to be a means to the good life or among conditions that are 
necessary for the good life “but the arena in which this life occurs” (Villa, 1995, p. 21). Aristotle 
maintained the distinction between praxis and poiesis by arguing that the good or authentically 
“human life cannot be characterized by the instrumentality that is the essence of poiesis” (Villa, 
1995, p. 22). Praxis for Aristotle, then, as mentioned before, is an end in itself; however, Aristotle 
positions the activity of contemplation above the activity of doing, which is praxis.  
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of human relationships the much more reliable and solid categories inherent in activities 
with which we confront nature and build the world of the human artifice (1998, p. 230). 

Spontaneous and unpredictable human action that signifies a new beginning, which 
necessitates harnessing the plurality of the ruler’s fellow citizens of the polis, was 
turned into a standard that needs to be applied to rule them.  
 Dossa (1989) argues that Plato’s demand to contain action, and his replacement 
of it with poiesis, resulted in a complete change in understanding life: “Political 
activity – bios politikos or life in the polis – became subordinate to bios theoretikos, 
something to be organized for the attainment of moral virtue” (Dossa, 1989, p. 20). 
Authentic life ceased to be something that can only be achieved via political life 
(Dossa, 1989). The conception of politics in the image of poiesis (which is guided by 
techne) caused political life to be conceived in terms of “in order to” relations, and 
political life began to validate its existence in order to serve a higher end, namely the 
life of contemplation. This, according to Arendt, became the basic frame of refer-
ence for all Western traditional political thought (Arendt, 1998). Because of this 
substitution, politics itself started being understood in terms of “in order to” relations 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 221). The citizens need not bother themselves with appearing in 
the public realm, since only the ruler is allowed to attend to public affairs (Arendt, 
1998). The ruler, however, exercises his rule only to provide “stability, security and 
productivity” to his citizens (Arendt, 1998, p. 222). Experiencing the idea of the 
good via action in the public realm is no longer an option for every free citizen; to 
do so is not an individual enterprise. Only the philosopher-king has the capacity to 
reach such ideas via contemplation, and only his word rules and guides the citizens 
of the city. For Arendt, the hallmark of any political philosophy that centers the 
concept of rulership attempts to establish “theoretical foundations and practical 
ways for an escape from politics all together” (Arendt, 1998, p. 222). 
 For Arendt, as long as we humans believe that politics is an exercise of means–
ends relationship, we will be unable to prevent anyone from using all means that are 
available to them to reach the ends they pursue (Arendt, 1998). Arendt aims for a 
complete break with this conception of politics, which replaced the Greek notion of 
praxis (action) with poiesis (fabrication). Her political theory offers a new beginning via 
a recovery of the basic notions that political theory is concerned with, such as 
political action, power, and the public.  
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2.2. Vita Activa 

In order to recover these basic notions that political theory should be concerned 
with, Arendt returns to her fundamental understanding of the main concern of 
politics: the human. Arendt perceives human existence as a conditioned existence, 
which means that humans are always influenced by certain conditions that change 
and shape the way they exist in the world. The moment a person interacts with 
something, or someone, they enter into a relationship; they influence one another, 
and thus the other assumes a role in the way in which one exists (Arendt, 1998). The 
conditions that influence humans can be either natural or artificial, and they can 
change, but the fact that humans are always influenced by these conditions does not 
change. According to Arendt,  

In addition to the conditions under which life was given to man on earth, and partly out 
of them, men constantly create their own, self-made conditions, which, their human 
origin and their variability not-withstanding, possess the same condition of human exist-
ence. Whatever touches or enters into a sustained relationship with human life 
immediately assumes the character of a condition of human existence. This is why men, 
no matter what they do, are always conditioned beings (Arendt, 1998, p. 9). 

Arendt uses the term “conditionality” to designate activities that actualize condition-
al structures by generating specific experiences and specific forms of meaning 
(Loidolt, 2018). Arendt’s understanding of conditioned human existence does not 
portray a world “with fixed entities, structures, or meanings in which subsequently 
subjects become active” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 111). Rather, Loidolt argues that Arendt, 
with her concept of conditionality, shows that there is a transcendental relationship 
between subject, object, and the activity that is being carried out (Braun, 1994), 
quoted in (Loidolt, 2018). This shows that for Arendt, humans are influenced by and 
shaped according to the activities they Carry out and the material environment that 
surrounds them.  
 The world we live in, according to Arendt, is not the natural earth, but rather it 
is created by humans and is an accumulation of things and artifacts that we our-
selves create. In other words, the world as it is exists because we humans created it 
(Arendt, 1998). This world that we have created is also public. Humans do not live 
in the world as singular individuals; they inhabit the world together with other 
humans. Thus, there are two characteristics of this world that we have created: first, 
it is artificial, an end product of human endeavor; and second, it is public, a space 
that is shared with fellow human beings. Arendt argues that even though, as hu-
mans, we are conditioned beings, who we are and what we are, namely what kind of 
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person each individual human being is, cannot be explained by referring to the 
conditions that influence us (Arendt, 1998). However, Loidolt claims that these 
conditions create an identity in the actualization of each condition and correspond-
ing activity (Loidolt, 2018).  
 According to Loidolt, Arendt’s concept of conditionality refers to the way in 
which human life unfolds within the condition and the corresponding activity 
(Loidolt, 2018). In addition, Martin argues, conditionality is a capacity “of human 
beings to condition themselves on a world that they transform” (Martin, 2017, p. 
54). In that sense, human existence in the world is directly related to the activity 
humans Carry out (Martin, 2017). When humans are in a certain mode of being, the 
condition in this case, everything they have a relationship with, the way they are, 
and the way they see and perceive the world becomes meaningful within the set of 
relationships in that condition.  
 According to Arendt, this conditioned-ness is a matter of our humanness; it is not 
an absolute that defines us, but it is a part of us (Arendt, 1998). Loidolt explains this 
as part of forming an identity (Loidolt, 2018). As I will show later, the way we Carry 
out activities in relation to the conditions shapes us and determines the way in which 
we exist in the world.  
 The conditions that influence humans, according to Arendt, are life itself, 
natality and mortality, worldliness, plurality, and earth (Arendt, 1998). These 
conditions refer to three fundamental human activities – labor, work, and action – 
that, as mentioned above, all take place within what Arendt calls vita activa. (Arendt, 
1998) Arendt situates vita activa as the translation of bios politikos, the form of life that 
is devoted to the realm of human affairs (Arendt, 1998). This is because, Arendt 
says, for Aristotle, bios politikos was specifically designated to describe the realm of 
human affairs, where humans establish themselves as autonomous, authentic beings 
in the polis, independent of their individual wants and needs (Arendt, 1998). Accord-
ing to Arendt, after “the disappearance of the ancient city-state…the term vita activa 
lost its specifically political meaning and denoted all kinds of active engagement in 
the things of this world” (Arendt, 1998, p.14). But Arendt points out that a life 
devoted to the realm of human affairs means a life that is concerned with the world 
that we share with others (Arendt, 1998).  
 The Arendtian concept of vita activa is constituted of three activities that are 
different in their nature: labor, work, and action. The three activities are inherent in 
every human being; in other words, every human life has the capacity to exercise 
labor, work, and action (Arendt, 1998). These activities also have three different 



Technological Mediation of Politics 

32 

conditions to which they are respectively connected: Labor is connected to the 
human condition of life itself, work is connected to the human condition of worldli-
ness, and action is connected to the human condition of plurality (Arendt, 1998). 
These three conditions, Arendt says, are also connected to two natural conditions: 
natality and mortality. Natality is the condition of birth – being born into this world 
as a newcomer – and mortality is the condition of death, the end of life, which is a 
universal condition for every human being (Arendt, 1998).  
 According to Parekh (1981), among the three activities that constitute vita activa, 
there is a hierarchy determined by “their degree of contribution to human exist-
ence” (Parekh, 1981, p. 103). This hierarchy stems from Arendt’s understanding of a 
transcendental relationship between subject, object, and the activity that is being 
carried out (Loidolt, 2018). Loidolt explains that Arendt adopts this transcendental 
approach from Heidegger’s “existentialia”11 (Loidolt, 2018, p. 52). According to 
Heidegger, “transcendental knowledge does not investigate the being itself, but 
rather the possibility of the preliminary understanding of Being, i.e., at one and the 
same time: the constitution of the Being of the being” (Heidegger, 1997, p. 10). This 
“possibility of the preliminary understanding of Being” (Heidegger, 1997, p. 10) or 
“the constitution of the Being of the being” (Heidegger, 1997, p. 10) can be translat-
ed as authenticity (Villa, 1995). This means that the hierarchy within vita activa is 
developed by Arendt in relation to the preliminary understanding of being – that is, 
authenticity (Villa, 1995). The hierarchy describes the activities in relation to their 
conditions of possibility for authentic human existence. According to Loidolt, with 
vita activa and the activities that constitute it, Arendt develops a new phenomenologi-
cal approach (Loidolt, 2018). This approach allows Arendt to locate Heidegger’s 
“existentialia” in “worldly, bodily and intersubjective conditions” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 
110). These conditions, as mentioned before, do not define us in their entirety, but 

___________________________________________________________________ 
11  Existentialia is a set of existential structures that Heidegger develops in his quest to answer the 

question “what is being?” In order to understand existentialia, it is first necessary to understand 
Heidegger’s use of the term existence. According to Inwood ( 1999), existence in its traditional 
meaning refers to the “existence of an entity, in contrast to its essence” (Inwood, 1999, p. 60). 
Heidegger’s use of the term, however, applies only to Dasein (Inwood, 1999, p. 60). This means 
that Dasein does not have a nature or an essence, as other entities do; “the essence of Da-sein lies in 
its existence” (Heidegger, 1996, p. 40), According to Heidegger, Dasein does not exist in the same 
way that other entities do, and in that sense the fundamental characteristics of its existence should 
be termed Existenzialien, “existentialia, existentials” (Inwood, 1999, p. 61), rather than “catego-
ries.” 
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they can be understood as modes of existence. These modes of existence influence 
the way in which the world becomes meaningful to us, since we interpret the world 
within the mode of existence that we are in. In everything that we do, different 
dimensions of vita activa are highlighted, and one dimension might be more domi-
nant than the others.  

2.2.1. Labor 

Labor, the activity that corresponds to the condition of life itself, assumes the lowest 
position within the hierarchy of vita activa, since it is connected to the bodily condi-
tion of life itself. According to Arendt, labor is the manifestation of the basic 
behavior imposed on humans, namely, the necessity to survive. By laboring, human 
beings satisfy their needs for survival. The activities that come together with labor 
serve only to sustain life (Arendt, 1998). The activity of labor has neither beginning 
nor end; like nature itself, it has a cyclical movement, and it is controlled by biologi-
cal needs. For Arendt, to labor is therefore to be enslaved by necessity, and it is not 
subject to choice or decision (Arendt, 1998). This is the form of activity that humans 
share with all animals; thus, when laboring, Arendt claims humans are in the mode 
of animal laborans (Arendt, 1998). When we are in the mode of existence of animal 
laborans, Arendt claims, we are not our real selves because we are driven by the 
necessity that our physical bodies impose on us. We are not distinct human beings, 
since the activity we carry out has no authenticity (Arendt, 1998). This natural 
existence of ours has a cyclical movement. For example, satisfying hunger will never 
come to an end; The moment a person digests the food they eat, they will start 
feeling hungry again and will try to find ways to satisfy hunger, and this will continue 
until the person’s life comes to an end. For Arendt, one cannot survive only with the 
activity of labor, since animal laborans always needs defense and protection from the 
natural processes. To achieve this, animal laborans has to take things out of nature’s 
hands and consume them (Arendt, 1998). Humanity then cannot survive only with 
the condition of life itself; it also needs the condition of worldliness. 

2.2.2. Work  

The activity corresponding to the human condition of worldliness is work (Arendt, 
1998). This human condition assumes the second place within the hierarchy of vita 
activa. Worldliness designates the unnaturalness of human life. The activity within 
this condition, namely work, interferes with nature and creates something artificial 
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out of it (Arendt, 1998). For example, chopping down a tree in the forest and 
building a house with the wood is the work that we Carry out. The things that we 
produce in this mode of being come together and make up the artificial world that 
we live in (Arendt, 1998). The “work” in Arendt’s terminology refers to the previous-
ly mentioned term derived from Aristotle: poiesis.  
 In Aristotle’s terminology, poiesis refers to activities that cover economic life, have 
predictable ends, and require practical means to be achieved (Carr, 2006). Poiesis is 
guided by techne, which would be translated into instrumental, means–ends reasoning 
in our contemporary society (Carr, 2006). This instrumental activity requires a 
certain type of knowledge, mastery, methods, and skills to be carried out (Carr, 
2006). For example, one has to know what kind of wood to use, to make what kind 
of table, and for what purpose. Because of these requirements for poiesis to be carried 
out, this activity necessitates procedures, a blueprint so to say, to be followed, which 
guides the person who carries out the activity. With such a guide, it is possible to 
establish the most efficient way to achieve the predetermined goal (Carr, 2006). 
 Poiesis is instrumental to the aim that it is directed towards. When a person takes 
a piece of wood with the aim in their mind of making a table, the existence of that 
piece of wood becomes instrumental to achieving the goal of the table. For Aristotle, 
in the process of achieving the table, even the creator of the table (the carpenter) 
becomes instrumental (Balaban, 1990). The only thing that justifies the existence of 
the set of relationships that surround the creation of a wooden table is the actualiza-
tion of the wooden table (Balaban, 1990). Balaban here refers to Aristotle’s text:  

…where there are two things of which one is a means and the other an end, they have 
nothing in common except that the one receives what the other produces. Such for ex-
ample, is the relation in which workmen and tools stand to their work; the house and 
the builder have nothing in common, but the art of the builder is for sake of the house 
(Balaban, 1990, p. 186). 

According to Balaban, there are two things to be deduced from the text above. First, 
there is no difference between the producer and the means of production (Balaban, 
1990, p. 187): The one who hammers the nail is not different from the hammer, and 
the one who hammers also becomes a means of production. Second, Balaban 
continues, it would be absurd to assume that poiesis is a teleological activity, since 
once the end result of the activity is achieved, poiesis ceases to exist (Balaban, 1990, p. 
187). This activity in this sense is “inherently contaminating,” since it subordinates 
the activity that is being Carried out to its ultimate end (Martin, 2017, p. 51). Arendt 
defines the activity of work as fabrication and, as already mentioned, this activity is 
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poiesis that is guided by techne in Aristotle. When humans are Carrying out poiesis, 
according to Arendt, their mode of existence becomes that of the craftsman, homo 
faber, and they “fabricate the sheer unending variety of things whose sum total 
constitutes the human artifice” (Arendt, 1998, p. 136). This human artifice is 
objective in nature: As already indicated, even the creator of the artifice becomes an 
object in the process of its creation. 
 The fact that poiesis has a specific moment of beginning and a designated end is 
the feature that most clearly distinguishes it from the other activities within vita activa, 
according to Arendt (Arendt, 1998). Since the activity follows certain rules and a 
blueprint, the end result can be foreseen. This feature makes work a reliable activity. 
Besides, Arendt adds, the end result of work can be destroyed, and this means that 
the process is reversible: If one does not like the end product, it can be demolished 
completely. Even while carrying out the activity, one can simply stop and not 
produce anything. Homo faber, then, creates durable, tangible things that can be 
destroyed but are meant to remain, even when the creator of the things leaves the 
world. For Arendt, this durable character of the things of the world gives them their 
“relative independence from men who produced and used them, their ‘objectivity’ 
makes them withstand, ‘stand against’ and endure…” (Arendt, 1998, p. 137). The 
durability and stability of human artifice create a break from the circular nature of 
life; they stabilize human life. I elaborate on the value of the human condition of 
worldliness and its activity, work, in more in detail in the next chapter. For now, it is 
important to understand that this condition assumes the second position within the 
hierarchy of vita activa. 

2.2.3. Action 

The highest activity within vita activa is action. (Arendt, 1998). This activity corre-
sponds to the human condition of human plurality (Arendt, 1998). With action 
(praxis), Arendt points to the communal character of human life. When humans 
carry out praxis, they are zoon politikon for Arendt (Arendt, 1998). Work and labor are 
activities that can be realized in isolation, but action requires the existence of others 
and cannot be realized in solitude (Arendt, 1998). Arendt defines action as “…to 
take an initiative, to begin…, to set something into motion” (Arendt, 1998, p. 177). 
Arendt refers to Aristotle’s bios politikos in attributing the highest rank within vita activa 
to action. This bios politikos is the life that is experienced in koinon, meaning with the 
community, via praxis (action) and lexis (speech) (Arendt, 1998). In Arendt’s termi-
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nology, action corresponds to Aristotle’s concept of praxis. Taminiaux (1987) argues 
that praxis, in its original Greek meaning, was  

an activity which neither relates a living being to the eternal recurrence of life nor relates 
an expert to natural data which are to be worked upon or elaborated or used but which 
relates individuals to other individuals in the sharing of common care for a common 
realm, and which discloses those individuals as who they are in relation to other indi-
viduals likewise disclosed (Taminiaux, 1987, p. 138). 

Praxis in this sense is a form of doing, and its realization, the promotion of good life, 
“can only be realized in and through praxis itself” (Carr, 2006, p. 426). Unlike poiesis, 
one cannot theoretically specify the end result of praxis (Carr, 2006). The knowledge 
of the end result of praxis appears during the act itself (Carr, 2006). In that sense, 
praxis is very much context dependent; the knowledge of what praxis could lead to is 
based on an understanding of the context and how “this knowledge is being inter-
preted and applied” (Carr, 2006, p. 426). In sum, for Aristotle, praxis is  

a practical manifestation of how the idea of the good is being understood, just as 
knowledge of the good is nothing other than an abstract way of specifying the mode of 
human conduct through which this idea is given practical expression (Carr, 2006, p. 
426).  

This definition also conveys that the knowledge of what good is and the knowledge 
of how one applies it are supportive of each other in the process of practical reason-
ing (Carr 2006). This reasoning that accompanies praxis is phronesis, according to 
Aristotle (Carr, 2006). Unlike techne, which accompanies poiesis, phronesis cannot be 
learned in isolation from practice, and it is not a deductive form of reasoning giving 
a blueprint for praxis to follow (Carr, 2006). Phronesis  

can only be acquired by practitioners who, in seeking to achieve the standards of excel-
lence inherent in their practice, develop the capacity to make wise and prudent 
judgements about what, in a particular situation, would constitute an appropriate ex-
pression of the good (Carr, 2006, p. 426). 

Phronesis, then, “is not a methodical form of reasoning about how to achieve a 
specific end, but a deliberative process” (Carr, 2006, p.426) wherein both the end 
results and the ways of achieving them are open to constant deliberation, reflection, 
and judgment (Carr, 2006). In that sense, phronesis “is a moral and intellectual virtue 
that is inseparable from practice” (Carr, 2006, p. 426). 
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 So, keeping in mind the Aristotelian notion of praxis and its accompanying 
phronesis, Arendt adds to this concept the manifestation of how the idea of the 
political appears to one and how one Carries out that idea. Arendt understands 
action not as an end, but as the beginning of something new (Martin, 2017). Ar-
endtian action is not about the results it may produce; it is about the act itself 
(Martin, 2017). This does not mean that action is not oriented towards accomplish-
ing things; however, what action can achieve is highly dependent on the reactions of 
others, and therefore the consequentialism that work has, for example, is foreign to 
action (Martin, 2017). Action, in this sense, transcends the ends it may produce, and 
its uniqueness is its key quality (Martin, 2017). I elaborate on the value of the human 
condition of plurality and its activity, action, in more in detail in the next section. 
For now, it is important to understand that this condition and its accompanying 
activity assume the highest position within the hierarchy of vita activa. 
 Until now, I have explained the activities and the corresponding modes of being 
that constitute vita activa for Arendt. For her, vita activa is the form of life devoted to 
the realm of human affairs: in other words, politics. Arendt’s political actor lives the 
life of vita activa and is concerned with the world that we share with others (Arendt, 
1998). In the following section, I explain the features of politics through which vita 
activa can be realized. These features are, on the one hand, what secures the possibil-
ity of praxis’s appearance in the world as a political reality, and on the other hand, 
they are what praxis aspires to achieve in the condition of their nonexistence. 

2.3. Features of Politics  

By establishing praxis as the basis of politics, Arendt revitalizes the public quality of 
politics, situating human existence with an ontological connection to the world that 
can only be meaningful when the world is revealed in the manner of politics. To 
strengthen this basis, Arendt portrays praxis as strongly associated with human 
plurality, freedom, natality, and power – none of which has a connection with 
instrumentality. It is the existence of plurality, freedom (which is intimately connect-
ed with natality), action, and power that fosters politics as interaction. Below, I 
elaborate on these features.  

2.3.1. Plurality  

Plurality is a prior condition for praxis to appear, but it is also a drive for praxis. If the 
realm in which praxis appears do not include plurality, praxis aspires to realize it. 
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According to Arendt, human plurality signifies the fact that “men, not Man, live on 
earth and inhabit the world” (Arendt, 1998, p. 17). The existence of plurality 
depends on a certain feeling of togetherness, a commonality that is shared with 
fellow humans in the community. This community acknowledges that every human 
is a distinct, authentic being, and it respects that every human being has the freedom 
and autonomy to appear in the world as such. In our contemporary societies, 
human distinctiveness seems to be based on independence and individualism. 
However, for Arendt, almost the opposite is true. Human distinctiveness for her is 
based on the feeling of togetherness with one’s fellow human beings while each 
individual remains an authentic existence. Wherever plurality is present, it enables a 
public space to come into being by allowing people to meet and gather in order to 
perform speech and action. Plurality, in this sense, is the manifestation of distinct 
human beings coming together and being exposed to each other. While plurality is 
an ideal condition in society, sometimes it cannot be experienced. However, if 
plurality does not exist, this does not hinder the possibility of action to appear.  
 In her article “Totalitarian Imperialism: Reflections on the Hungarian Revolu-
tion” (Arendt, 1958), Arendt celebrates the spontaneous, unexpected action of the 
young Hungarians against the totalitarian regime of the Soviet Union. She claims 
that this revolution had no leaders and no organization, and it was not directed by 
anyone or anything. “The will for freedom,” she writes, “was the moving force in 
every action” (Arendt, 1958, p. 8). She continues:  

The Hungarian people, young and old, knew that they were “living amidst lies” and 
asked, unanimously and in all manifestos, for something the Russian intelligentsia ap-
parently has even forgotten how to dream of, namely, for freedom of thought. It would 
probably be erroneous to conclude from this unanimity that the same concern for free-
dom of thought which gave rise to the rebellion among the intellectuals also turned the 
rebellion into a revolution of the whole people, an uprising which spread like wildfire 
until nobody was left outside its ranks except the members of the political police – the 
only Hungarians prepared to defend the regime (Arendt, 1958, p. 27).  

This shows that ideally, plurality is the default position in society, but, when uni-
formity is the default position, action (praxis) strives for the realization of plurality. 
So, on the one hand, plurality is presupposed for action to appear; on the other 
hand, it is something that action continuously strives to realize in the condition of its 
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nonexistence. Below, I explore different aspects of plurality12 as it was conceptualized 
by Arendt.  

a. Plurality’s Equality and Distinctness 

For Arendt, the characteristic features of human plurality are equality and distinc-
tion. If political actors were not equal, then they would “not understand each other, 
and if they were not distinct” (Arendt, 1998, p.175) from one another, the signifi-
cance of action and speech would be lost, because they would not need to make 
themselves understood (Arendt, 1998). With action, humans reveal their distinctness 
and uniqueness. With action, humans reveal their distinctness and uniqueness. 
Moreover, only humans are capable of communicating via speech and activity. That 
is how they can establish their uniqueness, their authentic existence in the world13 
(Arendt, 1998). The sum total of these unique distinct beings creates plurality. The 
other characteristic of plurality is equality, which Arendt takes up from the ancient 

___________________________________________________________________ 
12  Arendt is not the only theorist to emphasize the importance of plurality in the public or political 

realm. Canovan (1983) presents parallels and differences between Jean Jacques Rousseau’s 
understanding of plurality and Arendt’s. I believe this comparison is fruitful to illuminate Arendt’s 
inclusive politics based on plurality, in contrast to Rousseau’s inclusive politics based on the 
singularity of many. It would be safe to say that both Rousseau and Arendt prioritize the citizen 
status of a person rather than that person’s private status. For both, the guarantee of the experience 
of freedom in the political realm is based on the citizens’ capacity to show care for the political 
realm instead of focusing on their own needs and material necessities. Both Rousseau and Arendt 
also maintain that the public or political realm is a human construct that can be achieved only 
when humans join together to create institutions and secure rights and equality for all citizens. In 
this sense, they are both convinced that mutual consent to adhere to the mutually established laws 
is what establishes and maintains a public or political realm (Canovan, 1983, pp. 287–289). The 
question of how these free citizens are going to live together is answered by both Arendt and 
Rousseau with the recognition of human plurality. However, even though they give the same 
answer to this question, they are entirely different from one another in the way they foresee the 
realization of human plurality. It is not in the scope of this dissertation to delve into the differences 
in Rousseau and Arendt’s concepts of plurality. For more on this, see Canovan (1983).  

13  Arendt argues: “… all organic life already shows variations and distinctions, even between 
specimens of the same species. But only man can express this distinction and distinguish himself, 
and only he can communicate himself and not merely something – thirst or hunger, affection or 
hostility or fear. In man, otherness, which he shares with everything that is, and distinctness, which 
he shares with everything alive, become uniqueness, and human plurality is the paradoxical 
plurality of unique beings. Speech and action reveal this unique distinctness” (Arendt, 1998, p. 
176).  
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Greek understanding. Equality, or isonomie,14 according to Arendt, is the “very 
essence of freedom: to be free meant to be free from the inequality present in 
rulership and to move in a sphere where neither rule nor being ruled existed” 
(Arendt, 1998, pp. 32–33). Arendt argues that in the ancient city-state, the public 
realm was reserved for individuality, in the sense that each citizen of the city strove 
to show himself, to rise above the others (Arendt, 1998). This was only possible when 
one was allowed to live among one’s “equal” peers. In the polis, the ancient city-
state, this fiercely agonal spirit was spread throughout every human being. They all 
wanted to show their unique distinct beings par excellence to their peers, their equal 
fellow human beings (Arendt, 1998). Arendt perceives equality as an expression of 
freedom in the sense of being free from being ruled and having the capacity to rule 
one’s own self.  
 Human plurality in Arendt’s political theory, then, is the recognition that 
humans do not live in singularity; one must acknowledge that one lives in a world 
that is shared with other singular beings. The existence and the survival of the world 
that we share in common not only depends on how an individual acts in this world 
but also on how that individual acts together with others. Every human has their 
own ideas, they perceive things from their own perspective, they are all able to 
imagine a future for themselves, and they all have the capacity to act (Arendt, 1998; 
Canovan, 1983).  
 Arendt was not blind to the fact that recognizing and allowing every human 
being to show their distinctness in the public or political realm carries within it the 
possibility of anarchy and destruction.15 However, there is the possibility of establish-
ing institutions to ensure that every human can show themself via reaching mutual 
consent and agreement (Canovan, 1983). Instead of reducing this consent and 
mutual agreement to one single will, Arendt argues that diverse, unique individuals 
can still be united and create a common world (Canovan, 1983). According to 

___________________________________________________________________ 
14  Here, Arendt refers to Heredotus (iii. 80–83) to explain to her reader isonomie as “neither to rule nor 

to be ruled” (Arendt, 1998, p. 32). Equality, for Arendt, assumes the character of freedom.  
15  This is related to the inherent characteristics of political action as praxis. For Arendt, action (praxis) 

displays three characteristics: it is spontaneous, it is boundless, and it is unpredictable (Arendt, 
1998). The spontaneity of action comes from its nature of breaking the routine. Thanks to the fact 
that it sets something into motion, action breaks the cycle of whatever was happening at the 
moment of its occurrence, and because it is a beginning, it is new and out of the ordinary. These 
characteristics of praxis make the concept fragile and alarming for one who seeks order and 
predictability in political life as such. 
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Canovan, Arendt here stresses the fact that every human has their own opinion and 
their own judgment, derived from their own experience and perception of the world, 
and these can be directed towards consent and agreement when they are coupled 
with political compromise for the sake of the shared common world (Canovan, 
1983). However, Arendt refuses the conclusion that, when this public deliberation 
and discussion occur, and where reason and rationality rule, the citizens will inevita-
bly reach a single truth (Canovan, 1983). For Arendt, expecting the citizens to reach 
a single common truth would be against the spirit of human plurality. Arendt’s point 
is that these individuals can compromise and act out of a sense of loyalty for the sake 
of the shared common institutions that guarantee their freedom and equality 
(Canovan, 1983). They can be a community that is fully united, not as a single entity 
in the sense that they think alike, but because they recognize the fact that they share 
the same public or political realm, respect the rules and regulations that people have 
agreed upon, and are committed to accepting compromise for the maintenance of 
this shared common world (Canovan, 1983). Plurality, for Arendt, is not only a 
feature of politics that guarantees equality and distinctness, but it also guarantees 
that humans have access to reality. Below, I unpack the intricate relationship 
between plurality and reality.  

b. Plurality as Reality Check  

For Arendt, plurality does not necessarily mean that one can say or do whatever one 
wants to do in the realm that is shared with others. To a certain extent, of course, 
every human being is allowed to share who they are and how the world appears to 
them. But the aim of plurality is turning the subjective perspectives of how the world 
appears to one into an agreed reality. In one’s own experience, one only knows how 
the world appears to oneself. For example, I know that I observe Turkish society 
becoming increasingly conservative. This is my experience. When I share this 
experience with my fellow human beings, I check if they perceive the world the same 
way as I do. In order to grasp how the world really is, one has to be able to see and 
hear how the world appears to others too. Different people with different perspec-
tives about the world can form different opinions. However, the validity of these 
opinions depends on free agreement and consent. Thus, if we want to perceive the 
world in its totality, if we want to “experience the world as it ‘really’ is” (Arendt & 
Kohn, 2005b, pp. 128–129), we can only do so by experiencing it as something that 
lies between us and our fellow human beings, and as something that separates us 
from our fellow human beings. The world, in its objectivity, shows itself differently to 
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each human being. It becomes something meaningful and comprehensible as long as 
various “people can talk about it and exchange their opinions and perspectives with 
one another” (Arendt & Kohn, 2005b, pp. 128). Human plurality in that sense 
allows humans to check reality constantly. According to Arendt,  

If it is true that a thing is real within both the historical-political and the sensate world 
only if it can show itself and be perceived from all its sides, then there must always be a 
plurality of individuals or peoples and a plurality of standpoints to make reality even 
possible and to guarantee its continuation. In other words, the world comes into being 
only if there are perspectives; it exists as the order of worldly things only if it is viewed, 
now this way, now that in any given time (Arendt & Kohn, 2005b, p. 175). 

For Arendt, reality can only be checked if there is a variety of views present in 
society. What is real is not something that one can perceive within one’s own 
solitude; what is real can only be experienced with others, via checking if we all see 
the same thing at the same time. Seeing things from the perspective of others allows 
us to examine our position continuously. With our freedom to act, we carry out 
action – that is, our wide range of activities within this world that can only be 
exercised in a plural environment where other free, acting humans exist. Plurality, 
then, is the essence of the realm that is shared with others, and it is also the external 
condition that needs to be met by the “world” or the “space” in which freedom and 
action can appear. In the next sub-section, I elaborate on freedom, which accompa-
nies action.  

2.3.2. Freedom  

Whenever praxis appears, it is always accompanied by the appearance of freedom, 
which is the capacity to take personal initiative. To grasp praxis in its entirety, it is 
essential to understand its accompanying feature. As already discussed, Arendt 
characterizes politics as interaction: In politics, human beings meet and take care of 
their shared world in a public sphere, and politics is based on a certain understand-
ing of commonality while allowing everyone to have their own perspective related to 
the world that they share. Freedom secures the possibility of the experience of 
politics as interaction, because it is through freedom that humans have the capacity 
to “grasp reality by moving about between the different perspectives from which 
plural men view their common world” (Canovan, 1994, p. 112). Below, I explore the 
various aspects of freedom as it was conceptualized by Arendt.  
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a. Vita Activa and Vita Contemplativa: Political Freedom Versus 
Philosophical Freedom 

All humans are endowed with the capacity of being free via setting something new 
into motion and doing the unexpected, the spontaneous, because they are born into 
this world. This freedom, according to Arendt, is “… freedom of movement … 
whether as the freedom to depart and begin something new and unheard of or as 
the freedom to interact in speech with many others and experience the diversity that 
the world always is in its totality” (Arendt & Kohn, 2005b, p. 129). Referring to the 
ancient Greek experience of freedom, Arendt argues that this freedom of movement, 
which “is the power of moving about unchecked by disease or master, was originally 
the most elementary of all liberties, their very prerequisite” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 200).  
 Here, Arendt makes a distinction between political freedom and philosophical 
freedom: She believes that political freedom designates “I-can” and philosophical 
freedom designates “I-will” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 200). This distinction, I believe, also 
refers back to Arendt’s main distinction between vita activa and vita contemplativa. 
Political freedom belongs to vita activa, the realm of the bodily experience. Arendt’s 
ideal citizen who “can” is the one who is not restricted by biological needs or 
material impossibilities and is driven to show who they are and how the world 
appears to them. The freedom that this person has is the freedom to move about as 
they wish, to exit and enter different realms of life, experiencing sheer human 
togetherness and distinction at the same time. According to Arendt, this “freedom is 
exclusively located in the political realm” (Arendt, 1998, p. 31).  
 Philosophical freedom belongs to vita contemplativa, which is I-will. The reason 
Arendt makes this distinction is that she observes a replacement of political freedom 
with willing, thus confining freedom to the domain of the private. She is not blind to 
the mental connection between I-can and I-will; Thus, she recognizes the political 
relevance and significance of willing, and she even says, “Only where the I-will and 
the I-can coincide does freedom come to pass” (Arendt, 2006a, p. 159). Referring to 
Montesquieu, Arendt argues that 

For Montesquieu as for the ancients16 it was obvious that an agent could no longer be 
called free when he lacked the capacity to do – whereby it is irrelevant whether this fail-
ure is caused by exterior or by interior circumstances (Arendt, 2006a, p. 159).  

___________________________________________________________________ 
16  The ancients here means the ancient Greeks. 
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Political freedom, in this sense, means being “able to do what one ought to will” 
(Arendt, 2006a, p. 159). A problem occurs when humans forget political freedom 
and confine the experience of freedom only to the private coupling with philosophi-
cal freedom, the I-will. Below, I elaborate more on this.  

b. Freedom From Necessity (I-Can) Versus Inner Freedom (I-Will) 

Philip Hansen (1993) argues that Arendt perceived contemporary notions of free-
dom changing profoundly the way in which human beings perceive themselves as 
political actors (Hansen, 1993, p. 54). Hansen asserts that process-thinking is clearly 
visible in modern ways of conceptualizing freedom, since even though we consider 
ourselves as free and responsible, we still perceive freedom “in the image of necessi-
ty” (Hansen, 1993, p. 54). In Arendt’s terminology, freedom does not come across as 
inner freedom, free will, or freedom of choice, but it rather means, as mentioned 
before, having the competence to act. It is the capacity to bring something into 
being, the capacity to begin, and thus, the capacity to carry out praxis. Before 
Christianity, Arendt argues, freedom was located in the human capacity of “I-can,” 
which was a status of the bodily existence of the human instead of a status of the 
mind (Arendt, 1981a, p. 19). She continues,  

Freedom meant that one could do as one pleased, forced neither by the bidding of a 
master nor by some physical necessity that demanded laboring for wages in order to 
sustain the body nor by some somatic handicap such as ill health or the paralysis of 
one’s members. According to Greek etymology, that is, according to Greek self-
interpretation, the root of the word for freedom, eleutheria, is eleuthein hopos ero, to go 
as I wish, and there is no doubt that the basic freedom was understood as freedom of 
movement. A person was free who could move as he wished; the I-can, not the I-will 
was the criterion (Arendt, 1981a, p. 19).  

This freedom of movement, and the capacity of “I-can,” refers to a condition in 
which humans are not driven by necessity. Arendt argues that freedom, free will, 
and inner freedom, far from being identical, are separate things (Arendt, 1960a). She 
traces the first dislocation of the different senses of freedom to the Apostle Paul:  

When we come to Paul the accent shifts entirely from doing to believing, from the out-
ward man living in the world of appearances (himself an appearance among 
appearances and therefore subject to the semblance and illusion) to an inwardness 
which by definition never unequivocally manifests itself and can be scrutinized only by a 
god who also never appears unequivocally (Arendt, 1981a, p. 67).  
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This retreat from the outward world to the inward space of the self was caused by 
the law of God, which, as Paul understood it, had to come from within. It demanded 
as a “voluntary submission an I-will of agreement” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 68). This 
means that doing good is not enough to be good; one has to will good. This faculty, 
namely willing, meant that one can will or nill to do, and thus, even when the mind 
tells the body to do, one has the capacity to will or will-not. Arendt continues, “the 
very commandment, the Thou-shalt, puts me before a choice between an I-will or I-
will-not, that is, theologically speaking, between obedience and disobedience” 
(Arendt, 1981a, p. 68). For Arendt, Paul conceived this willing as an internal struggle 
of the agent, since sinning, which is the greatest disobedience, potentially exists in 
everyone. It is the will that stops one from disobeying; if the will “did not have the 
choice of saying no, it would no longer be a will.” This discovery of willing later 
became more significant with St. Augustine’s formulation of the concept as freedom 
of choice and inner freedom. It was with St. Augustine, according to Arendt, that 
the exercise of free will turned into something that portrays authenticity in humans, 
rather than the exercise of free will being the exercise of praxis (Arendt, 1981a). The 
work of St. Augustine, Arendt claims, aimed at separating freedom from politics and 
arrived at the formulation that “one may be a slave in the world but still be free” 
(Arendt, 2006a, p. 146). When politics is concerned, Arendt argues that liberum 
arbitrium, freedom of choice, does not apply. From St. Augustine onward, the will 
became an organ of self-liberation, and what the aim of the will executes became 
liberating the self from worldly affairs (Hansen, 1993). Here, freedom is explained as 
the “ability of the self to realize fully his willed aims and intentions” (Dossa, 1989, p. 
83). This equation of freedom with free will, which would lead to inner freedom, 
leads to an equation of freedom with sovereignty, in the sense that free will is 
something that every human being has, independent of their circumstances in the 
world (Dossa, 1989).  
 Inner freedom, as Arendt perceives it, is “the result of an estrangement from the 
world” (Arendt, 2006a, p. 145) Inner freedom in that sense, designates an inward 
space where humans go to escape from external coercion (Arendt, 1960a). The 
experiences of inner freedom are derivative, she argues, because they are not 
realized in relation to others. (Arendt, 2006a) This inner freedom was discovered in 
late antiquity, according to Arendt, by those who had no place in the world to be 
free. (Arendt, 2006a) This also shows that, having a private space, like a home was a 
essential to be free in the ancient city state. In that home, one could be whoever one 
wanted to be in the privacy of one’s household. Having power over someone, for 
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example in the form of a slave, a servant, or a family member, was justified for the 
sake of eliminating necessities. Epictetus, according to Arendt, transformed this 
worldly relational character of freedom – being free from necessity and being free to 
move in the agora of the polis among fellow citizens – into a relation one has with 
oneself. In the inner realm, having power over someone turned into having power 
over oneself, a form of power that only belongs to the one who is in that inner realm. 
Via this construction of freedom, the slaves and servants of the ancient Greek city-
state could feel freedom. To be free, they did not need to be free citizens of the polis, 
and they did not need to act (Arendt, 1960a). When freedom started being explained 
in the form of willing, it stopped referring to a political status of people and began 
referring instead to an inner disposition (Arendt, 1981a). This inner freedom began 
to represent the absolute freedom within one’s self that is necessary for experiencing 
freedom (Arendt, 1960a). However, Arendt continues,  

… it seems safe to say that man would know nothing of inner freedom if he had not first 
experienced a condition of being free among others as a worldly tangible reality. We 
first become aware of freedom or its opposite in our intercourse with others, not in in-
tercourse with ourselves. Before it became an attribute of thought or a quality of the will, 
freedom was understood to be the free man’s status which enabled him to move, to get 
away from home, to go out in the world and meet other people in deed and word. This 
freedom clearly was preceded by liberation: in order to be free, man must have liberat-
ed himself from the necessities of life (Arendt, 1960,a p. 29). 

As can be seen here, Arendt does not necessarily deny the existence of freedom that 
comes from within. What she points out is that inner freedom cannot be considered 
relevant to political action. Inner freedom is experienced within oneself; freedom, on 
the other hand, can only be experienced through Carrying out action, by acting in 
the world. Understanding freedom as a form of “inner experience” of the will would 
radically individualize the experience of freedom. Freedom would exist as a form of 
compulsion that would position humans against one another in the pursuit of self-
interests (Hansen, 1993).  

c. Freedom and Natality 

As mentioned above, for Arendt, freedom is not only saying I-will, it is saying I-will 
therefore I-can. Here, Arendt’s appropriation of St. Augustine’s concept of natality 
is very important. Arendt defines the human condition of natality and freedom to be 
almost identical. Natality carries within itself the property of freedom: The power to 
be able to realize freedom makes freedom appear. In this sense, freedom also has a 
deep bond with action. Arendt illustrates this bond between natality and freedom by 
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quoting St. Augustine: “[Initium] ergo ut esset, creatus est homo, ante quem nullus fuit (that 
there be a beginning, man was created before whom there was nobody)”17 (Arendt, 
1998, p. 177). Arendt argues that according to St. Augustine, principium and initium 
were two separate things. Principium meant the beginning of the world, and initium 
meant the beginning of humanity. The beginning meant the “beginning of some-
body, who is a beginner himself” (Arendt, 1998, p. 177). Arendt argues: “With the 
creation of man, the principle of beginning came into the world itself, which, of 
course, is only another way of saying that the principle of freedom began when man 
was created not before” (Arendt, 1998, p. 177). Freedom is possessed by humans 
because their “coming into the world” coincided “with the appearance of freedom in 
the universe” page number (Arendt, 2006a, p.165-166). Because the birth of man is 
a beginning in itself, Arendt argues, “to be human and to be free are one and the 
same” (Arendt, 2006a, p. 166). The faculty of beginning was introduced into the 
world when God created humans (Arendt, 2006a). Similarly, when a newborn baby 
appears in the world, the baby breaks the routine by virtue of being new, and this 
begins forming new sets of relationships: The woman and the man who are the 
parents become a mother and a father, the appearance of the newborn baby chang-
ing the world as it existed before, while not being detached from it. The newborn 
baby is also an end result of the relationships that already existed in the world: The 
woman and the man shared a history and had a set of relations before the appear-
ance of the baby.  
 Here, the discussion arrives as the way in which Arendt forged a union between 
action, freedom, and natality. Natality, the fact that we are born, Carries within 
itself the faculty of freedom, and this faculty can only appear as such – that is, it can 
only be Carried out in the world – when praxis is exercised. This means that political 
freedom refers to a movement of some sort, which is praxis. This is why Arendt 
argues that when humans carry out praxis, it resembles a sort of “second birth,” so to 
speak (Arendt, 1998, p. 176). When praxis appears, it is never detached from the 
world in which it appears; it is highly related to the set of relationships that existed 
before its appearance. However, the appearance of praxis is novel and unique, and 
therefore it is profoundly new, because with every new beginning, praxis starts a new 
set of relationships and reveals the actor that carries out the praxis and the changed 
world in which it appears as it never was before.  

___________________________________________________________________ 
17  Arendt’s translation. 
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 Freedom, for Arendt, “is the reason why people live together in political organi-
zation at all; without it, political life as such would be meaningless” (Arendt,1960a, 
p.28) Arendt says, “the raison d’être of politics is freedom, and its field of experience is 
action” (Arendt,1960a, p.28) This means that the idea behind politics itself is 
freedom, and this freedom can only be experienced via praxis. Arendtian freedom, 
which is “the freedom to call something into being” (Arendt, 2006a, p.150), is the 
freedom to share the world with others, having the freedom to interact with others 
and experience the world as a shared common space. (Arendt, 2006a) As I men-
tioned above, there is an intricate relationship between natality, freedom, and 
action. When a person is born, they are called into being; they emerge into the 
world and begin something new. When we are carrying out praxis, we call ourselves 
into being too, because we act in the world, we enable ourselves to appear, and 
therefore it is as if we are continually born anew every time we carry out praxis.  
 Referring to the ancient Greek experience of the polis, Arendt claims that 
freedom was understood as something that manifests itself in human action, and in 
that sense, the life of a free human being needed an audience that could see, judge, 
and remember the activity (Arendt, 2006b). Arendt continues:  

Only in the freedom of our speaking with one another does the world, as that about 
which we speak, emerge in its objectivity and visibility from all sides. Living in a real 
world and speaking with one another about it are basically one and the same … Free-
dom to depart and begin something new and unheard of or…the freedom to interact in 
speech with many others and experience the diversity that the world always in its totality 
… most certainly was and is not the end purpose of politics … something that can be 
achieved by political means. It is rather the substance and meaning of all things political. 
In this sense, politics and freedom are identical (Arendt & Kohn, 2005b, pp. xxx–xxxi). 

It becomes clear from the quotation above that for Arendt, freedom and action are 
almost identical, they coappear, and they are interrelated to one another. To be 
free, one has to act, and to act, one has to be free. Freedom accompanies acting or, 
as Dossa argues, it is “an accessory of doing and acting” (Dossa, 1989, p. 82). As 
mentioned before, by situating freedom as an accessory to action, Arendt transforms 
an inner-worldly phenomenon into a worldly reality and thus turns it into a political 
manifestation. As a political phenomenon, then, freedom accompanies action to 
appear in a world that is essentially a space that includes plurality.  



Politics as Interaction: Hannah Arendt and Political Theory 

49 

2.3.3. Action 

As I have been arguing, plurality and freedom are deeply connected to praxis. 
Plurality is the condition in which praxis appears while being accompanied by 
freedom. Natality carries within itself the character of freedom, which resides in it as 
a potentiality; when praxis is realized, freedom becomes a tangible reality that 
appears in the world, like a second birth, and this second birth is shared with others, 
in the plurality of perspectives.  
 By connecting praxis to natality, freedom, and plurality, Arendt sets out praxis as 
an ontological condition. Being human means being born into this world. Being 
born into this world means establishing new relationships, setting things in motion, 
and beginning something profoundly new that is nevertheless connected to the set of 
relationships and the world that existed before one’s entrance into the world. 
Because we are human, we are destined for praxis: We are destined to appear, begin, 
and set things in motion. In short, we are destined to act. Not Carrying out praxis 
would mean we deny ourselves our humanness.18  
 The Arendtian definition of praxis is an activity exercised by an agent that begins 
something new. By breaking a pattern, praxis realizes freedom as a phenomenon to 
appear, and it takes place among plural actors. Action, for Arendt, always takes 
place in this manner; if it does not, then that activity cannot be called action. When 
action is Carried out, it discloses two things: the self and the world. Praxis is not for 
something. When a pattern is broken, beginning something new, the end result of 
this activity is not relevant to the value of the activity itself. In that sense, praxis has 
an intrinsic value: It is an end in itself. What matters is its appearance, not its 
eventual result.  
 Arendt acknowledges that we as humans have much in common with animals, 
especially when we are in the mode of animal laborans. In this mode, we are not 
distinct from animals at all, since we, like them, are driven by necessity. However, as 
humans, only we have the capacity to transcend this mode of being, because of the 
characteristics of praxis outlined above. These characteristics of praxis are related to 
its being a set of phenomenal.19 A phenomenon is what shows itself by appearing to 

___________________________________________________________________ 
18  Arendt says “A life without speech and without action, on the other hand – and this is the only way 

of life that in earnest has renounced all appearance and all vanity in the biblical sense of the word – 
is literally dead to the world; it has ceased to be a human life” (Arendt, 1998, p. 176). 

19  Here I use phenomenon, praxis, and action interchangeably since, for Arendt, they are identical.  
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the eyes and the senses, and, as Vollrath and Fantel (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977) 
continue,  

The phenomena “include” those to whom they appear along with the space in which 
they occur and which determines the relation between phenomena and those who per-
ceive them. Political events are phenomena in a special sense; one might say they are 
phenomena per se. For they do not appear within a space integral to themselves, like 
natural phenomena. Nor is the space in which they appear accorded to them by those 
who perceive them, as is the case with other phenomena such as those of art. The space 
in which political phenomena occur is created by the phenomena themselves. Or to put 
it more precisely, it is created by the persons whose acts constitute the political events 
(Vollrath & Fantel, 1977, p. 164). 

As can be seen, Arendt’s understanding and treatment of praxis is in accordance with 
phenomena and the space of appearance in which the phenomena occur. The space 
of appearance comes into being when diverse human agents exercise praxis as a total 
interplay between people, things, and relationships (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977). As 
previously mentioned, praxis assumes the first position in Arendt’s hierarchy of the 
activities of vita activa, because when praxis is realized, this sets off a chain of events, 
and a phenomenon appears in the world. Below, I explore the characteristics of 
action – or phenomena – as set out by Vollrath and Fantel.  

a. Inexplicable and Incomprehensible Action 

According to Vollrath and Fantel, the phenomenal character of praxis makes it 
“inexplicable” and “incomprehensible” (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977, p. 167). It is inexplicable 
and incomprehensible in the sense that an event cannot be explained by following 
causal chains to claim that it is the end result of such-and-such events. Causality 
implies that the emergence of something is in accordance with prior conditions and 
that there is predictability (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977). Quoting Arendt, Vollrath and 
Fantel continue:  

Causality ... is an altogether alien and falsifying category in the historical sciences. Not 
only does the actual meaning of every event always transcend any number of past 
“causes” which we may assign to it (one only has to think of the grotesque disparity be-
tween “cause” and “effect” in an event like the First World War); this past itself comes 
into being only with the event itself. Only when something irrevocable has happened 
can we even try to trace its history backward. The event illuminates its own past, it can 
never be deduced from it (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977, p. 168). 
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Thus, Vollrath and Fantel argue that when a phenomenon appears, it brings with it 
an explanation of its prior conditions, but this does not mean that this phenomenon 
appeared because of these conditions. It simply means that praxis was informed by 
these past conditions before its occurrence. That is why, if there were any causality 
in phenomena, it would be comprehensible in its entirety only when all the causal 
chains behind a phenomenon’s occurrence were determined (Vollrath & Fantel, 
1977). For Vollrath and Fantel, this complete determination of all the causal chains 
almost never happens, so a phenomenon should be investigated in the space that 
those causal chains occupy at the time the phenomenon appears (Vollrath & Fantel, 
1977). 

b. Spontaneous Action 

Although praxis is incomprehensible and inexplicable in the sense discussed above, 
this does not mean that it is not understandable. What makes it possible to under-
stand praxis is the fact that this phenomenon happens in a space of appearance; it 
simply manifests itself within a phenomenal space, which is the world and a time 
(Vollrath & Fantel, 1977). The spontaneity of praxis means that this phenomenon 
appears out of nowhere (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977). As Arendt establishes praxis as an 
ontological condition of humanness, she would define this nowhere as the “opaque 
and impenetrable darkness, which is the human heart” (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977, p. 
166), namely our humanness. This can also be understood as the appearance of 
phenomena from private to the public: from the singular, subjective realm to the 
objective, shared realm. Phenomena emerge from the dark, lonely existence to a 
shared, bright existence. Vollrath and Fantel argue,  

Politically this means that all human events originate in human action. Such human ac-
tion – whether it be the doing of single persons, of many, or of all – emerges from a 
darkness, but in such a way as to enter into the world. It appears in the world as some-
thing new, as a beginning without logically traceable precedent. Politically speaking, 
man is his own beginning and own origin (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977, p. 169).  

Here, Arendt’s concept of the phenomenon or event refers to the fact that, when 
praxis appears, it appears individually and as a beginning in itself, which is not 
detached from its past. It is the political phenomenon that cannot be predicted, is 
not bound to causality, and cannot be foreseen. Villa (1995) here provides a valuable 
analysis of how Arendt’s understanding of praxis was informed by Heidegger and 
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how she appropriated the concept in relation to politics.20 Heidegger, Villa argues, 
appropriated “the Greek experience of Being as appearing” (Villa, 1995, p. 154) by 
prioritizing “the world disclosing capacity of the creator over the praxis of the many” 
(Villa, 1995, p. 154). By doing so, he removed appearing from the intersubjective 
realm – that is, the public realm – leading to a struggle between being and appear-
ance (Villa, 1995). Villa claims that Arendt also understood being as appearing; 
however, she situated the experience of being-as-appearing in an intersubjective 
context that consists of plurality and “public dimensions” of praxis (Villa, 1995, p. 
155). Therefore, Arendt recasts Heidegger’s appropriation of the Greek experience 
of being, understanding being as action and positioning it as “the political phenom-
enon” (Vollrath & Fantel, 1977, p. 169). 

c. Boundless and Irreversible Action 

Aside from these qualities of being inexplicable, incomprehensible, and appearing 
spontaneously out of nowhere, praxis is also boundless. This means that, when praxis 
is realized, it appears as an event and sets in motion chains of subsequent events, 
and in doing this, it also establishes relationships.  
 According to Arendt, even though action appears out of nowhere, it appears in a 
space that is shared with others, and every reaction to action starts new processes 
and new chains of events, and thus new actions (Arendt, 1998). This boundlessness 
of action, Arendt claims, also indicates the boundlessness of human relationships in 
general (Arendt, 1998. p. 190). One small act or word has the potential to instigate 
chain of events that can repattern the whole structure which the act or word entered 
(Arendt, 1998). Therefore, for Arendt, praxis always establishes new relationships, 
regardless of its content, and this, for Arendt, is praxis’s specific productivity (Arendt, 
1998). Praxis is also irreversible; once it appears, according to Arendt, it cannot be 
stopped. The irreversibility of praxis also entails that, once it appears, it cannot 
disappear: It is out there (Arendt, 1998). When it appears, praxis will set things in 
motion, creating new relationships and chains of events, and it is not possible to 
predict where they will lead to.  

___________________________________________________________________ 
20  In the following chapters (3 and 5), I delve deeper into Heidegger’s influence on Arendt and 

Arendt’s appropriation of Heidegger’s Dasein. In this chapter, my aim is to explain the characteris-
tics of Arendtian concepts as they relate to her interaction based political theory, rather than 
delving into a discussion on the origins of these concepts.  
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 To sum up, political action, which is an instance of praxis or a phenomenon, is an 
inexplicable, incomprehensible appearance that cannot be explained by causal 
chains of past events. It comes from within the political actor, since every human life 
carries within itself the potential of carrying out praxis: making it appear and begin 
something new, setting off a chain of new events, and establishing new relationships. 
Praxis, when it is enacted, is irreversible, meaning that since it establishes relation-
ships and sets in motion a chain of events, what has been started when praxis begins 
cannot be stopped. Our humanness is the primary condition for praxis. Because we 
are humans, we carry the possibility to move and act in the world. That is our 
freedom: our freedom to act. When we act, we always act in a space that we estab-
lish with other acting beings, in human plurality. The fact that praxis appears within 
plurality means that others also appear at the same time that I appear. This means 
that there are simultaneous appearances of each individual who is in the public 
space. When I appear, I also see others who appear in front of me. This appearing 
of myself discloses me to the world, and simultaneously, in my self-disclosure, I also 
disclose the world as it appears to me. When I share how the world appears to me, I 
also hear and see how the world appears to others. Below, I explore these two 
dimensions of action.  

d. Action as Self-Disclosure 

Praxis, in itself, is a disclosive activity. When it is enacted, it discloses the political 
actor who carries out the praxis, and it discloses the world as it appears to the 
political actor. Bonnie Honig (1993) argues that Arendt’s understanding of action is 
similar to Nietzsche’s. They both do not believe that there is a cause for action. 
According to Nietzsche, as humans, we believe that we are subjects. Quoting 
Nietzsche, Honig continues:  

[The belief that we are subjects is] … only owing to the seduction of language (and of 
the fundamental errors of reason that are petrified in it) which conceives and miscon-
ceives all effects as conditioned by something that causes effects, by a “subject” … 
popular morality also separates strength from expressions of strength as if there were a 
neutral substratum behind the strong man which was free to express strength or not to 
do so. But there is no such substratum: there is no being behind doing, effecting, becom-
ing: “the doer” is merely a fiction added to the deed – the deed is everything (Nietzsche, 
1989, p. I. xiii).  

According to Honig, Arendt and Nietzsche are in agreement that “there is no being 
behind doing” (Honig, 1993, p. 78). In other words, the being is created during the 
act of doing. However, Arendt limits the appearance of action to the political realm, 
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since only “in the political realm, being and appearance coincide” (Vila, 1995, p. 
150) Praxis, as an end in itself, is not determined by causes, intentions, justifications, 
motives, or goals of actors; however, no action is unattended by these things (Honig, 
1993). This means that praxis, rather than being an expression of the political actor, 
gives birth to the actor that carries out praxis at the same time as it is establishing new 
relations and realities (Honig, 1993).  
 Arendt argues that in speaking and acting, “men show who they are, reveal 
actively their unique personal identities and thus make their appearance in the 
human world” (Arendt, 1998, p. 179). Villa argues that one can easily interpret this 
sentence as a confirmation of an “expressivist theory of the self” (Villa, 1995, p. 90). 
However, he continues in agreement with Honig and argues that Arendt rejects “the 
expressivist conception of self, which assumes a core self, a basic or essential unity of 
innate capacities that are expressed, actualized, or concretized in the world of 
appearances” (Villa, 1995, p. 90). Nietzsche and Arendt, Villa argues, oppose the 
idea that there is a subject or some form of reality behind appearances (Villa, 1995). 
According to Villa, the “who” that carries out praxis, from Arendt’s point of view, is 
a “multiplicity of conflicting drives, needs, and faculties” (Villa, 1995, p. 90) that are 
“coextensive with” the actions of this “who” (Villa, 1995, p. 90). Praxis, in this sense, 
comes across as individuating but not subject centered (Honig, 1993, p. 78). What 
appears to others who see and hear a person while praxis is being Carried out shows 
“who” that person is. Arendt argues that humans show “who” they are and reveal 
their unique identities through action and speech (Arendt, 1998, p. 179). While 
praxis discloses who a person is, this disclosure is not in that person’s control. It 
should be remembered that praxis’s ends are inexplicable, and it is boundless and 
spontaneous, so when someone is Carrying out praxis, that person does not have 
control over what is going to be disclosed. Arendt says that who a person is  

can be hidden only in complete silence and perfect passivity, but its disclosure can al-
most never be achieved as a willful purpose, as though one possessed and could dispose 
of this “who” in the same manner he has and can dispose of his qualities. On the con-
trary, it is more than likely that the “who,” which appears so clearly and unmistakably 
to others, remains hidden from the person himself (Arendt, 1998, p. 179). 

From this quotation, it is also evident that for Arendt, a person cannot willfully 
control who they are because this is left to the judgment and opinion of others. A 
person also cannot fully understand or know who they are; one can only experience 
one’s “whoness” through one’s interactions with others. Only through this appear-
ance can the individual be an authentic human being, since it is only through praxis 
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that people distinguish themselves. What is revealed, a person’s “whoness,” is not a 
tangible quality, and it is not everything that describes that person; it is one dimen-
sion of their full identity, and in every act they reveal a different dimension, or 
maybe recurring dimensions of it, so that who one is “registers only incompletely on 
one’s fellow participants” (Kateb, 2000, p. 138). Thus, every time someone Carries 
out praxis, they develop one aspect of who they are. This appearance of praxis, the 
appearance of who one is, rests on initiative, and to refrain from using this initiative 
would be to deny one’s humanness, according to Arendt (1998). So, as can be seen, 
Arendt is very clear that praxis is an ontological condition: It is what makes us, and 
therefore everything that is related to the notion of praxis has ontological connota-
tions in her political theory – connotations of freedom, plurality, and power.  
 Who we are and what we are take shape by virtue of our interactions with 
others. In our interactions, we shape one another, as well as the environment around 
us. In politics, autonomous agents seek to situate themselves as distinct human 
beings with particular and idiosyncratic speeches and, above all, actions. For Arendt, 
politics is continuous discourse and action, seeing and hearing one another, and 
looking at the world from different perspectives. These different perspectives are 
present even when a person is alone, imagining the lives of others or forming ideas. 
Politics is an act that arises from human plurality. It is a form of interaction that 
shapes our lives. 
 Only through action, Arendt argues, can we be truly human, because only 
through action can we show who we are and reveal our unique identities (Arendt, 
1998). Action as self-disclosure is focused on the agent-revealing capacity of action. 
The other mode of action, action as world disclosure, is concerned with the capacity 
to hold humans together. Within this framework, Arendt highlights our capacity to 
communicate, debate, and discourse. These two modes of action complement one 
another: the first mode indicates the act of entering the public realm, revealing who 
we are, and experiencing our humanness; through this experience, we are able to 
debate, discuss, and potentially come to an agreement with our fellow human 
beings, which is expressed by the second mode of action. 

e. Action as World Disclosure 

Arendt, as already mentioned, distances praxis from motives, goals, or intentions. 
Consequently, one might ask why would we even do anything, let alone expose 
ourselves in the public place, if our intentions, motives, or goals are not the driving 
factor? According to Honig, Arendt sometimes implies that one of the reasons for 
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carrying out praxis is – ironically – a need to escape the biological, urgent, and 
irresistible conditions of the body (Honig, 1993). At other times, Honig continues, 
Arendt focuses more on the common character of our biological condition, which 
reaches its peak in modernity where authenticity, spontaneity, and distinctiveness 
are excluded (Honig, 1993, p. 80). What our humanness demands from us is some-
thing that we cannot escape, and thus the reason to act, as Honig formulates it, is 
embedded in our “(agonal) passion for distinction and outstanding achievement” 
(Honig, 1993, p. 80).  
 The question then becomes, how and when is this passion instigated? Here, 
Arendt provides the answer as amor mundi (love of the world). In politics, it is not our 
private concerns or our lives that are at stake; it is the world (Arendt, 1960a, p. 35). 
The continuity and maintenance of this world depends on the continuous appear-
ance of praxis, on the fellow citizens who “decide how it is going to look and to sound 
and in what shape we want it to outlast us” (Arendt, 1960a, pp. 35–36). This care for 
the world, amor mundi, as Vasti Roodt brilliantly explains it, is  

a way of reconciling ourselves to the world by fitting ourselves into it that is to say, by 
making ourselves at home where we are not. In this regard Arendt’s argument is dia-
metrically opposed to the notion that we can only be at home in the world by 
fabricating which generally means: by destroying and remaking the world in accord-
ance with human needs and interests. Her point, in other words, is not that we can be 
more at home if only we work harder at making the world conform with our require-
ments, but rather by choosing to fit ourselves into a world that is not in the first place 
“for us” (Roodt, 2008, p. 420). 

According to Roodt, loving the world is equivalent to choosing the world as one’s 
home (Roodt, 2008). When we first enter the world, it is not initially our home. With 
care, we change and shape ourselves in relation to the world and thus make it our 
home. To be able to show this care and fit ourselves into this world – to be at home 
in the world – we carry out praxis. Via Carrying out praxis, that is, via engaging in 
public speaking of words and public performance of deeds, we show our care for the 
world.  
 For a person to insert I in the public realm because of their love of the world, to 
Carry out their praxis, there is one more layer that is actually about the subject I. For 
Arendt, Carrying out praxis requires courage (Arendt, 1960a). It is easy to reside in 
the comfort and security of the private, but because we care for this world that we 
share with others, we act. The courage that this requires, Arendt argues, liberates 
humans from their immediate worries for their own lives and allows them to act “for 
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the freedom of the world” (Arendt, 1960a, p. 35). I believe what gives us this cour-
age – what also gives us an appeal to our love of the world that comes from ourselves 
– can best be explained with Befindlichkeit.21 Inspired by Heidegger’s term, this term 
can be translated as a disposition towards the world that we love and fit ourselves 
into. This disposition that each person has towards and within the world opens the 
possibility of this disposition being appealed to. Therefore, I believe, because of our 
dispositions, some principles appeal to us and move us to take action and some do 
not. While the intersubjective public realm is essential for praxis to appear in line 
with the principles, there is also a subjective dimension, in which, because of one’s 
disposition, one finds oneself moved within the world.  
 To summarize, political activity (praxis, phenomena) can only appear in the 
world of appearances, the public space. It needs the input and feedback of other 
citizens, first and foremost to show who we are and how we exist in this space of 
appearances, and secondly to simultaneously create a common space of appearances 
for others to show themselves and to help maintain and conserve this space. Praxis is 
principled action: We show what matters to us through our praxis, for the love of this 
world we share with others. Action is a manifestation of our freedom because we can 
do what we will: We set things in motion, beginning something new or out of the 
ordinary because we want to, because we care about this world. Arendt says  

Action and speech go on between men, as they are directed toward them, and they re-
tain their agent-revealing capacity even if their content is exclusively “objective,” 
concerned with the matters of the world of things in which men move, which physically 
lies between them and out of which arise their specific, objective, worldly interests. 
These interests constitute, in the word’s most literal significance, something which inter-
est, which lies between people and therefore can relate and bind them together. Most 
action and speech is concerned with this in-between, which varies with each group of 
people, so that most words and deeds are about some worldly objective reality in addi-
tion to being a disclosure of the acting and speaking agent (Arendt, 1998, p. 152). 

This world that we share with others, this world that we have love and care for, 
relates us to one another and separates us from each other (Arendt, 1998, p. 242). It 
relates us because we are all concerned about the maintenance and security of this 
___________________________________________________________________ 

21  According to Baugh (Baugh, 1989), “Heidegger groups Befindlichkeit … with an understanding 
and discourse as a form of closedness, which itself is the basic form of truth” (Baugh, 1989, p. 124). 
The term is often translated as attunement, affectivity, or disposition (Elpidorou & Freeman, 2015; 
Loidolt, 2018). In this dissertation, I adopt the translation Loidolt also uses extensively in her work, 
Befindlichkeit as disposition.  
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world, and it separates us because it allows us to show how it appears to us different-
ly. This world that we care for is a durable, stable place that stores our appearances. 
Our fellow citizens see and hear us, they register these moments of illumination of 
principles in their memories and transfer them to further generations, and thus they 
immortalize us – they immortalize what appeared. These appearances, secured by 
the durable, tangible world, make us who we are, both as a community and as a 
nation.  
 As can be seen, freedom, plurality, and action are very closely related to one 
another: Through our Carrying out praxis, we make freedom appear within the 
plurality of fellow citizens. There is one more important component in Arendtian 
political theory, which is power. In the next section, I address Arendt’s concept of 
power.  

2.3.4. Power  

Arendt points out that, within contemporary political science, there is a misguided 
conception of what power really is. According to Arendt, it is important to distinguish 
between power, strength, force, authority, and, finally, violence (Arendt, 1970b). All of these 
different phenomena refer to different forms of relations, but somehow they tend to 
be used almost interchangeably in most writing about political science. According to 
Arendt, “power corresponds to the human ability not just to act, but to act in concert”22 
(Arendt, Hannah, 1970b, p. 44). It should be noted that she does not define power 
in terms of relations of domination. Her definition of power is in contradiction with 
the mainstream definition of power as domination or power over. As mentioned in the 
introduction, Arendt’s concept of power can be defined as power to (Haugaard, 2012). 
According to Göhler, this form of power can be understood as a disposition or a 
capacity that is latent and invisible when not exercised (Göhler, 2009). Power in this 
sense is conceptualized as productive and is generated through reciprocal interac-
tion. Power to creates mutually dependent relationships: the power of A is 
strengthened by the power of B and vice versa (Goehler, 2000). Arendt’s political 
theory understands power as an end result of human interaction. In Arendt’s view, 
power is not the ultimate defining character of political life, even though – in her 
specific definition – power is deeply connected to politics. She also underlines that 

___________________________________________________________________ 
22  Arendt’s italics.  
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power is strongly separated from other concepts that people tend to use inter-
changeably with it. According to Arendt, 

Strength unequivocally designates something in the singular … Force … should be re-
served, in terminological language, for the “forces of nature” or the “force of 
circumstances,” that is, to indicate the energy released by physical or social movements. 
Authority can be vested in persons – there is such a thing as personal authority, as for in-
stance, in the relation between parent and child, between teacher and pupil – or it can 
be vested in offices, as, for instance, in the Roman senate or in the hierarchical offices of 
the Church. (A priest can grant valid absolution even though he is drunk.) Its hallmark 
is unquestioning recognition by those who are asked to obey; neither coercion nor per-
suasion is needed. Violence is distinguished by its instrumental character. 
Phenomenologically, it is close to strength, since the implements of violence, like all oth-
er tools, are designed and used for the purpose of multiplying natural strength (Arendt, 
1970b, pp. 44–46). 

Furthermore, while strength, force, and authority are measurable and materially 
bound, power exists only “potentially” (Arendt, 1998, p. 200). Highlighting its 
etymology, Arendt refers to power as “potential” because the term refers to the 
“Greek verb of dynamis like the Latin potential with its various modern derivatives or 
the German Macht (which derives from mogen and moglich, not from machen)” (Arendt, 
1998, p. 200). Potentially, power always exists; however, it only becomes an actuality 
when people agree to act together. Arendt continues, 

Power is actualized only where word and deed have not parted company, where words 
are not empty and deeds are not brutal, where words are not used to veil intentions but 
to disclose realities, and deeds are not used to violate and destroy but to establish rela-
tions and create new realities (Arendt, 1998, p. 200). 

Thus, power needs the appearance of praxis to be generated. Only when citizens act 
out of their care for the world, illuminate principles, and show themselves and how 
the world appears to them – only then can power be generated.23 In this sense, 
power, according to Arendt, is also very materially bound, since the possibility of its 
emergence is based on individuals appearing to one another in the public space. 
Honig, quoting Arendt, argues that when people agree, the generated energy, which 
___________________________________________________________________ 

23  Arendt argues, “The only indispensable material factor in the generation of power is the living 
together of people. Only where men live so close together that the potentialities of action are always 
present can power remain with them, and the foundation of cities, which as city-states have 
remained paradigmatic of all Western organization, is therefore indeed the most important 
material prerequisite for power” (Arendt, 1998, p. 201). 



Technological Mediation of Politics 

60 

is power, gives them the possibility to act together, Carrying out the act of founda-
tion through making and keeping promises to one another24 (Honig, 1993). This 
power, however, can only be maintained as long as people stay together. The 
moment they disperse and cease acting together, the power that is generated from 
this togetherness also disappears (Arendt, 2006b). What Arendt means, Honig 
continues, is that power is the end result of “free action by equals who act in concert, 
bound together by mutual promises and reciprocity for the sake of bringing some-
thing new into being” (Honig, 1993, p. 101). 
As can be seen, Arendt does not consider power to be in the possession of an 
individual but rather to be in the possession of a group – in other words, a commu-
nity of individuals. For Arendt, power is a potential that can be realized only 
through communication (Göhler, 2009). Hence, Göhler argues that in Arendt’s 
formulation, power is empowerment: It is “people gaining the ability of autonomous 
action” (Göhler, 2009, p. 32). 
 Until now, I have discussed how the notions of plurality, freedom, action, and 
power are closely related. According to Arendt, it is only when these notions come 
together that politics occurs, meaning the world is illuminated as politically mean-
ingful. To sum up, plurality is an external condition, an ethos so to speak, that a 
public space embodies for free agents. These agents have the freedom to act, to be 
able to enter, to distinguish themselves as distinct unique beings and thus establish 
their identity and also reveal the world as it appears to them to their fellow human 
beings. When there is an agreement on how the world appears and there is not only 
reaction to action but also coaction, power is generated to move forward in founding 
a new beginning, with the ethos of plurality. Thus, politics for Arendt is character-
ized by interaction: in politics, human beings meet and take care of their shared world 
in a public sphere.  

___________________________________________________________________ 
24  Arendt writes, “There is an element of the world-building capacity of man in the human faculty of 

making and keeping promises … the grammar of action: that action is the only human faculty that 
demands a plurality of men; and the syntax of power: that power is the only human attribute which 
applies solely to the worldly in between space by which men are mutually related, combine in the 
act of foundation by virtue of the making and the keeping of promises, which, in the realm of 
politics, may well be the highest human faculty” (Arendt, 2006b, p.166-167).  
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2.4. Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have demonstrated that the power-oriented characterization of 
politics evolved from a misconstrued understanding of the basis of human political 
action. Following Hannah Arendt (Arendt, 1998), I showed that the power-oriented 
conceptualization of politics is actually treating politics as if it is technology. I 
showed that politics has been coupled with an instrumental, power- and goal-
oriented approach towards the world that is inherent in poiesis, our human capacity 
that is guided by techne. I have shown that once politics is construed as being interac-
tion oriented, this opens room for a thorough exploration of the influence of 
technology in politics. Arendt’s political theory, by connecting human plurality, 
freedom, natality, and power through the concept of praxis, revitalizes the public 
quality of politics. It situates human existence with an ontological connection to the 
world that can only be meaningful when the world is revealed in the manner of 
politics. In politics, human beings meet and take care of their shared world in a 
public sphere, based on a certain understanding of commonality while allowing 
everyone to have their own perspective related to the world that they share. Politics 
manifests in between and among human relationships, and therefore it is interac-
tional rather than technological.  
 Once the distinction between technology and politics is clearly defined, then the 
intricate relationship between politics and technology can be investigated without 
confusing one with the other. While agreeing with Arendt that maintaining the 
distinction between poiesis (that has a result manifested as technology) and praxis (that 
has a result manifested as politics) is essential, I believe Arendt missed an important 
aspect of poiesis: the fact that it has a conditioning and contextualizing impact on 
how we exercise our political freedom and express ourselves as the authentic, distinct 
beings that we are. Even though poiesis is an instrumental perspective and not 
political, without it we would not be able to build the world that we live in. In the 
next chapter I show that praxis and poiesis are intertwined, rather than opposed as 
Arendt suggests.  
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3 Arendt, Phenomenology,  
and Technology  

In the previous chapter, by examining the main concepts that make up Hannah 
Arendt’s political theory, I argued that Arendt’s main concern is to regenerate the 
original meaning of political action as praxis. The displacement of praxis (political 
action) by poiesis, according to Arendt, is what leads to mass society and the instru-
mentalization of politics. This displacement entails a change within the hierarchy of 
the activities of vita activa. Observing this change, Arendt argues that humans 
became alienated from the world that they live in. However, whereas Arendt saw 
praxis and poiesis as being opposed to each other, I argue that they are in fact inter-
twined. In this chapter, I develop this argument in four sections.  
 In the first section of the chapter, I show that a close inspection of the concepts 
praxis and poiesis, for Arendt, necessitates a close examination of her method of 
analysis. Phenomenology, specifically hermeneutic phenomenology, informs Ar-
endt’s political theory in its entirety: In fact, Arendt’s political theory is a 
hermeneutic phenomenology of the political (Borren, 2013). This observation leads 
to grasping Arendt’s notions of common sense and common world as the building 
blocks of her political theory. The fact that Arendt positions common sense as both 
“world building” and “world disclosing” (Borren, 2013) suggests a closer relationship 
between poiesis and praxis than Arendt first proposed.  
 In the second section, I show that Arendt’s demarcation of realms within the 
world indicates that there are physical or material aspects to these realms. I first lay 
out that artificiality and materiality are intrinsic to the activity of work (fabrication 
or poiesis). Building on this, I show that work, being the activity corresponding to the 
human condition of worldliness, creates the world. I distinguish Arendt’s construc-
tion of different realms that the world encompasses. Following these distinctions, I 
argue that the world Arendt positions as encompassing the realm of the private and 
public is indeed artificial but also material.  
 In the third section, I show that Arendt’s insistence on opposing praxis and poiesis 
stems from her observations regarding modern technology and mass society. Actual-
ly, Arendt is very well aware of the influence of the material end result of poiesis on 
praxis. However, her reading of this influence is rather pessimistic, since she finds 
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world alienation to be the end result of the rapid technological advancements in her 
time. This leads her to make observations about modern technological artifice that 
are similar to those of classical philosophers of technology, such as Karl Jaspers 
(2014) and Martin Heidegger (1954, 1962, 1997). The main problem with Arendt’s 
analysis of modern technology is that she situates technologies within the realm of 
the social and the accompanying mode of worldlessness.  
 In the fourth section, I show that Arendt does not consider all end results of 
poiesis as irrelevant to politics. I argue that if Arendt’s conceptualization of the 
cultural end products of homo faber, such as stories and art works, is considered as a 
point of departure – rather than her limited reading of technologies – she can guide 
us to reach an interaction-based politics of technology. Following this, I show that 
the cultural products of homo faber not only stabilize the appearances of praxis but also 
inspire further appearances of praxis, because they are an embodiment of the 
meaning that the world has been given at their time of creation. I end the section by 
arguing that it is postphenomenology, rather than phenomenology, that can help 
Arendt’s political theory to expand the implications of this influence of poiesis on 
praxis.  

3.1. Hermeneutic Phenomenology of the Political  

Arendt, in her political theory, argues for a strict demarcation between the realms of 
action for poiesis and praxis. To make this demarcation seem as strong as possible, as 
explained in the previous chapter, Arendt positions praxis and poiesis as opposed to 
one another. However, I argue that praxis and poiesis are, in fact, intertwined rather 
than opposed. To argue this point, I must first explore the hermeneutic phenomeno-
logical method that informs Arendt’s political theory.  

3.1.1. Hermeneutic Phenomenology  

Phenomenology, especially hermeneutic phenomenology, shapes Arendt’s political 
theory in its entirety: In fact, Arendt’s political theory is a hermeneutic phenome-
nology of the political (Borren, 2013). This is because of the phenomenological 
aspects that can be found in Arendt’s method of analysis. The first is her under-
standing of phenomena and lived experience, which always have political 
connotations for Arendt. Phenomena are always connected to the artificial world 
that is the end result of the work of homo faber. The second aspect is her dismissal of 
the subject–object dualism and her formulation of understanding (that is making 
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sense of the world) as an end result of lived experience rather than a cognitive 
endeavor. The third aspect of her hermeneutic phenomenology is her concept of the 
world itself, which is inspired by Heidegger but adjusted in a way that takes into 
account human plurality as a component of this world. Examining these compo-
nents of Arendt’s hermeneutic phenomenology allows one to grasp the centrality of 
the artificial world in Arendt’s political theory.  
 The first aspect of Arendt’s hermeneutic phenomenology can be found in 
Arendt’s analysis of lived experience (Borren, 2013, p. 231). According to Borren, 
Arendt’s main interest is in understanding this lived experience in the form of 
“political phenomena, events and experiences,” which specifically take place “in 
public spaces and facts” (Borren, 2013, p. 232). Referring to Vollrath (Vollrath & 
Fantel, 1977, p. 166), Borren defines these political phenomena that pique Arendt’s 
interest as being produced by human actions and human interactions (Borren, 
2013). For Arendt, phenomena always take the form of the “appearing-of-someone-
or-something-to-others” (Borren, 2013, p. 232). According to Borren, Arendt 
assumes a phenomenological analysis of lived experience in order to understand 
what political phenomena mean (Borren, 2013). Here, the meaning of political 
phenomena is not construed as a “cognitive or epistemological category of intelligi-
bility” by hermeneutic phenomenologists, according to Borren, since intelligibility 
can only be derived from primary meaningfulness (Borren, 2010). From a herme-
neutic phenomenological point of view, “meaning refers to meaningfulness,” as it is 
“meaningful contexts or situations in which human life is always embedded” (Bor-
ren, 2010, p. 20). Following Arendt’s reasoning, Borren explains lived experience as 
the way in which humans live their lives, carry out projects, and interact with one 
another (Borren, 2013). In accordance with hermeneutic phenomenology, Borren 
argues that this lived experience is inherently meaningful, as hermeneutic phenome-
nologists explain meaning as “meaningful contexts or situations in which human life 
is embedded” (Borren, 2013, p. 250). Things make sense to us because we deal 
practically with them, and through these practical dealings with them we become 
familiar with them (Borren, 2013). Experience consists of these practical dealings 
with things: it assumes a “pre-reflective understanding of phenomena” (Borren, 
2013, p. 233). Therefore, we have experiences because things make sense to us, and 
things make sense to us because we have experiences (Borren, 2013). 
 The second aspect of Arendt’s hermeneutic phenomenology concerns her 
dismissal of the subject–object dualism. According to Arendt, in order to understand 
the meaning of an experience, one needs to interpret and disclose what the experi-
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ence meant, since this meaning is not clear to the one undergoing the experience 
immediately (Borren, 2013). This means that there is no subject that observes 
objects; rather, there are phenomena, appearances, objects, or events that are 
perceived by the perceiver (Borren, 2013). Rejecting the subject–object dualism25 – 
in other words, rejecting a consideration of things and events as external to us 
humans – hermeneutic phenomenology construes phenomena as “always immedi-
ately but implicitly meaningful, constituted by implicit understanding based on our 
familiarity with the world and our know-how” (Borren, 2013, p. 233). Rejecting the 
subject–object dualism entails that subjects and objects should always be analyzed in 
their relationship to one another, in “the way things and events appear to us in lived 
experience” (Borren, 2013, p. 233). According to hermeneutic phenomenologists, 
Borren argues, humans are considered “as interpreting beings” who find “meaning 
in what they experience and are oriented towards understanding” (Borren, 2013, p. 
234). Interpretation, which is necessary for grasping the meaning of phenomena, 
depends on understanding (Borren, 2013). In the hermeneutic phenomenological 
tradition, understanding is an essential mode of being that humans inhabit (Borren, 
2013). Understanding in that sense is not something that we do, it is the way in 
which “we experience things, events, other people, ourselves” (Ramberg & Gjesdal, 
2005) in (Borren, 2013, p. 234).  
 For hermeneutic phenomenologists, because humans’ mode of being is under-
standing, and because phenomena are always implicitly meaningful, humans 
experience something-as-something: for instance, a natural event is experienced as a 
storm, or a political event is experienced as a revolution (Borren, 2013). This 
experiencing something-as-something is based on humans’ “intimate familiarity with 
and know-how of the world” (Borren, 2013, p. 234), and it is embedded in their 
“practical dealings with the world and with other people” (Borren, 2013, p. 234). 
According to Borren, Arendt’s method is exactly this analysis of phenomena, such as 
“political events, through the shared, intersubjective and worldly, experience of 
these phenomena” (Borren, 2013, p. 234). In that sense, events become the center 
point of analysis for Arendt, since they illuminate the meaningfulness of the world, 
and that is exactly what we experience: illumination (Borren, 2013). These illumina-
tions all require interpretation for us to grasp their full meaning, since they are all 

___________________________________________________________________ 
25  Borren explains subject–object dualism as entailing “the separation and opposition of, on the one 

hand, a subject, perceiver or self, and, on the other hand, an object or perceived, i.e. world and 
nature, including one’s own body, other human beings, etc.” (Borren, 2013, p. 233).  
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disclosed parts of reality, and (as mentioned before) we do not immediately know the 
meaning of these disclosures: They need inquiry and interpretation (Borren, 2013). 
As a hermeneutic phenomenologist, Arendt also moves beyond the subject–object 
dualism and argues for a more situated subject, like a scholar or historian. She calls 
this figure the “spectator,”26 distinguishing it from the actor (the first person) that is 
“immersed in action” (Borren, 2013, p. 235).  
 The third aspect of Arendt’s method that needs attention is her concept of the 
world. Through that concept, too, Arendt proves to be a hermeneutic phenomenol-
ogist because she uses the “notion of world as the meaningful context within which 
human existence enfolds” (Borren, 2013, p. 235). As I outlined in Chapter 2, Arendt 
assumes that “human existence is worldly existence”, meaning that “we are situated 
in the world”, we are conditioned by the world, and we condition the world in a 
specific way: In other words, “we are both shaping and shaped by the world, which 
is public, visible and common to all” (Borren, 2013, p. 235). Here, Borren argues 
that Arendt is clearly indebted to Heidegger’s early work, in which he defines 
human existence as “being-in-the-world” (Borren, 2013, p. 235). Since Arendt’s 
concept of the world is an interpretation of Heidegger’s, it is essential here to turn to 
Heidegger and grasp how he conceptualized the world.  
 Heidegger configures the human as Dasein, whose “primary existential way of 
being or of relating to the world, others, and itself (expressed in the so-called ‘exis-
tentials’), is in-der-Welt-sein, being-in-the-world” (Borren, 2013, p. 235). Dasein, 
according to Heidegger, as per Villa’s terminology, is a “with world” (Mitwelt), which 
means that there is no human existence that is outside of the world. This means that 
Dasein is always in the world; in other words, Dasein is being-in-the-world. (Villa, 
1995) As Villa puts it,  

…in clarifying Being-in-the-world we have shown that a bare subject without a world 
never “is” proximally, nor is it ever given. And so in the end an isolated “I” without oth-
ers is just as far from being proximally given. The “others” – the knowability of which 
had been such a problem from Descartes to Husserl – “already are there with us”: we 
are always already with others, just as we are always alongside entities. Considered from 
the perspective of the “who” of Dasein, the world of Being-in-the-world is a “with world” 
(Mitwelt); “Being-in,” according to Heidegger, is a “Being-with-others” (Villa, 1995, p. 
122).  

___________________________________________________________________ 
26  The spectator has a second-person perspective on the illuminated events but is more immersed in 

the event itself than the second-person perspective taken by empiricists and is more distant from the 
event than the acting agent him- or herself.  
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What Heidegger aims to highlight with his configuration of human existence as 
embedded in the world is that humans are part and parcel of the world, which 
constantly conditions the way in which they exist. This indicates two forms of others 
that are both influential in human existence since they are both within the world: the 
other as things (including material objects and infrastructures) and the other as other 
humans. This world that we live in shapes and changes us, because both other 
humans with whom we share the world and the material objects that are in the 
world are influential in the way we exist. This world is the ground for meaning for 
us. For Heidegger, Dasein is concerned with disclosing the world by default. As Villa 
puts it,  

Dasein’s originary disclosedness – its having a “world” – is accomplished by a projective 
understanding that “clears” the world, and orients itself within the horizon of signifi-
cance, in terms of Dasein’s existential possibilities or “potentiality for Being.” As 
disclosedness, Dasein is a projective structure of understanding, an open structure of pos-
sibility … Dasein is constantly at work bringing new “entities” – vocabularies, practices, 
beliefs – to light (Villa, 1995, pp. 125–127). 

According to Heidegger, the world is an ensemble not of things but of relationships, 
an extensive network of instrumental or equipmental relationships (Villa, 1995). For 
Heidegger, Dasein is thrown to the world which emphasizes Dasein’s entanglement 
in the world. (Topolski, 2015) The fact that Dasein is in the world, is not a choice for 
Dasein since Dasein is always already in the world; It is thrown or projected (geworfen) 
into the world and defined by its possibilities and limitations, such as death (Topol-
ski, 2015) Topolski argues that, for Arendt, the most important aspects of the 
Heideggerian notion of the world are worldhood (weltheit), “which is an existential 
and ontological notion, that can be best understood as the background or horizon 
upon which all things appear, and world disclosure (erschlossenheit), which is how 
things (including the other for Heidegger) become meaningful or appear to Dasein” 
(Topolski, 2015, p. 17). Villa argues that: “Heidegger is maintaining that human 
existence, at its most fundamental level, is nothing other than the “disclosure of 
Being,” the opening of a particular economy of presence, accomplished by specific 
historical ways of Being-in-the-world” (Villa, 1995, p. 124). According to Topolski, 
Arendt diverged from Heidegger when she recognized that even with his focus on 
history and being-in-the-world, he failed to “recognize that the other cannot be 
understood or reduced to an object or product of Dasein’s existence” (Topolski, 2015, 
p. 14). Arendt thus moved away from prioritizing the self and moved towards “the 
other” and intersubjectivity (Topolski, 2015, p. 17). This idea of being-with-others 
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informs Arendt’s construction of the world, which is shared with others in the 
manner of Miteinandersein (Being-with-others), as the ground in which the self disclos-
es itself and appears to others (Topolski, 2015, p. 19).  
 According to Borren, by accepting Heidegger’s understanding of being human as 
being-in-the-world but emphasizing being-in-the-world-with-different-others, 
Arendt highlights the plural worldly aspect of human existence (Borren, 2013). For 
Borren, Arendt’s hermeneutic phenomenological method has implications for her 
view of the common world and common sense (Borren, 2013). By highlighting the 
plural worldly aspect of human existence, Arendt construes reality as a common 
context that is shared with others. In other words, Arendt argues that humans 
cannot perceive reality in isolation from others. Reality always becomes illuminated, 
perceived, understood, and judged within our relation to others and our shared 
common world. It is common sense that translates the world into a communicable 
context.  

3.1.2. Common Sense  

According to Arendt, common sense is “our mental organ for perceiving, under-
standing, and dealing with reality and factuality” (Arendt, 1970b, p. 8). For Borren, 
this means that what we humans feel as real has nothing to do with the fact that we 
have a common nature, but everything to do with the fact that we have common 
sense (Borren, 2013). With this distinction in mind, Remi Peeters (2009a) argues that 
common sense in Arendt’s terminology refers to “two related, yet different faculties” 
(Peeters, 2009a, p. 337). Below, following Peeters’ analysis, I describe these two 
different formulations of the common sense that informs Arendt’s political herme-
neutics. 

a. Common Sense as Sixth Sense 

The first faculty that common sense refers to in Arendt’s use of the term is the sixth 
sense, which designates a cognitive faculty. However, this cognitive faculty should not 
be confused with thinking; the former is embedded within the world, whereas 
thinking necessitates a distance from the world. According to Peeters, Arendt’s 
analysis of common sense as the sixth sense can be summarized in two propositions: 
“first, there is no truth without common sense; second, thinking as such is never able 
to establish any form of knowledge or truth” (Peeters, 2009a, p. 347). Below, follow-
ing Peeters, I unpack these propositions.  
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 The first proposition, that there is no truth without common sense, is related to 
Arendt’s perception of the world as the basis for lived experiences. As mentioned 
before, the world, for Arendt, is a world of appearances. In this world of appearanc-
es, perception, even though it is subjective, is essential, but this subjective perception 
cannot be completely relied upon. In The Life of the Mind, Arendt writes:  

Seeming – the it-seems-to-me, dokei moi – is the mode, perhaps the only possible one, 
in which an appearing world is acknowledged and perceived. To appear always means 
to seem to others, and this seeming varies according to the standpoint and the perspec-
tive of the spectators (Arendt, 1981a, p. 21).  

However, referring to Merleau-Ponty, Arendt argues that there is a level of certainty 
in the perception of the manifestation of things: 

That appearance always demands spectators and thus implies an at least potential 
recognition and acknowledgment has far-reaching consequences for what we, appear-
ing beings in a world of appearances, understand by reality, our own as well as that of 
the world. In both cases, our “perceptual faith” as Merleau-Ponty has called it, our cer-
tainty that what we perceive has an existence independent of the act of perceiving 
depends entirely on the object’s also appearing as such to others and being acknowl-
edged by them. Without this tacit acknowledgment by others we would not even be 
able to put faith in the way we appear to ourselves (Arendt, 1981a, p. 46). 

For Arendt, the realness of what is perceived depends, on the one hand, on the 
common worldly context and, on the other hand, on the working together of the five 
human senses (Arendt, 1981a). Arendt describes this interplay between the five 
senses and the common worldly context: 

This same sense, a mysterious “sixth sense” because it cannot be localized as a bodily 
organ, fits the sensations of my strictly private five senses – so private that sensations in 
their mere sensational quality and intensity are incommunicable – into a common 
world shared by others. The subjectivity of the it-seems-to-me is remedied by the fact 
that the same object also appears to others though its mode of appearance may be dif-
ferent (Arendt, 1981a, p. 50). 

Peeters argues that, for Arendt, without the “sixth sense, it would be difficult to 
explain the sensation of realness” (Peeters, 2009a, p.342). The sixth sense guarantees 
a threefold commonness for Arendt:  

… the five senses, utterly different from each other, have the same object in common; 
members of the same species have the context in common that endows every single ob-
ject with its particular meaning; and all other sense-endowed beings, though perceiving 
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this object from utterly different perspectives, agree on its identity. Out of this threefold 
commonness arises the sensation of reality (Arendt, 1981a, p. 50). 

The five senses, says Arendt, refer to different perceptible sensory properties of the 
world. Arendt continues: “Our world is visible because we have vision, audible 
because we have hearing, touchable and full of odors and tastes because we have 
touch, smell, and taste” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 50). However, in addition to these 
perceptible sensory properties of the world, there is the sense of realness that corre-
sponds to the aforementioned sixth sense (Arendt, 1981a, p. 50). Here, Arendt says 
this sixth sense does not sense reality in the strict meaning of the term; rather, the 
“sensation of reality, of sheer thereness, relates to the context in which single objects 
appear as well as to the context in which we ourselves as appearances exist among 
other appearing creatures” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 51). Arendt refers to Thomas Aquinas 
when she constitutes sixth sense as the common context:  

… a feeling of realness (or irreality) actually accompanies all the sensations of my senses, 
which without it would not make “sense”. This is why Thomas Aquinas defines com-
mon sense, his sensus communis as an “inner sense” – sensus interior – that functioned as “the 
common root and principle of the exterior senses” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 51). 

According to Borren (2013), common sense integrates our five senses to a context 
that we share with all human beings; it “fits” us into a common world (Borren, 2013, 
p. 239). Borren argues that Arendt, by positioning common sense as the sixth sense, 
shows that human perception of reality and the susceptibility of humans to appear-
ances play “a crucial role in the constitution and the disclosure of the common 
world” (Borren, 2013, p.238) Arendt notes that it is tempting to equate this invisible 
“inner sense” with thinking (Arendt, 1981a, p. 51). However, she is adamant that 
thinking and the sixth sense are two different things. For Arendt, thinking does not 
deal with the realm of appearances:  

… thinking itself is not only invisible but also deals with invisibles, with things not pre-
sent to the senses though they may be, and mostly are, also sense objects, remembered 
and collected in the storehouse of memory and thus remembered for later reflection 
(Arendt, 1981a, p. 51). 

According to Arendt, thought processes can be located only in the brain without 
relying on any biological sensory data, but the feeling of reality belongs to the 
biological sensory data and common sense reasoning (Arendt, 1981a). Where 
common sense has a “matter-of-fact” relation to reality, thinking lacks this relation 
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to reality because it doubts everything it perceives (Arendt, 1981a, p. 52). Arendt 
continues:  

… thinking can neither prove nor destroy the feeling of realness arising out of the sixth 
sense, which the French, perhaps for this reason, also call le bon sens, the good sense; 
when thinking withdraws from the world of appearances, it withdraws from the sensori-
ly given and hence also from the feeling of realness, given by common sense (Arendt, 
1981a, p. 52). 

Peeters argues that although it is true Arendt positions the sixth sense as opposed to 
thinking, knowledge and science are not the opposite of this version of common 
sense (Peeters, 2009a). According to Peeters, Arendt makes a distinction between 
thinking and knowledge: Whereas “thinking asks questions of meaning, the goal of 
knowledge is irrefutable truth with respect to reality” (Peeters, 2009a, pp. 344–345). 
This does not mean that Arendt disregards the role of thinking in arriving at truth, 
but she believes that thinking alone is not adequate for arriving at that irrefutable 
truth (Peeters, 2009a). Peeters claims that according to Arendt, “truth must appear, 
reveal itself, and it does so in the first instance to the senses” (Peeters, 2009a, p. 345). 
Arendt goes on: “cognition, whose highest criterion is truth, derives that criterion 
from the world of appearances in which we take our bearings through sense percep-
tions, whose testimony is self-evident, that is, unshakeable by argument and 
replaceable only by other evidence” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 57). Here, Peeters argues, 
Arendt shows that “the roots of truth as a criterion for knowledge” (Peeters, 2009a, 
p.345) are found first in sensory perception, which makes knowledge and operates in 
the domain of common sense (Peeters, 2009a). According to Peeters, common sense, 
which Arendt speaks of as the sixth sense, is a cognitive faculty that is “a precondi-
tion for every experience and for all knowledge of reality” (Peeters, 2009a, pp. 346–
347). Peeters argues that it is this faculty that allows humans to orientate themselves 
in the world of phenomena that they share with others, to observe truth, “to make 
true statements, and to distinguish true statements from false statements” (Peeters, 
2009a, p.347).  
 The second proposition, that “thinking as such is never able to establish any 
form of knowledge or truth” (Peeters, 2009a, p. 347), is closely related to the concept 
of truth that Arendt finds to be relevant to politics. There is, however, one distinc-
tion that needs to be made here. When Arendt opposes truth to the feeling of reality, 
she is talking about factual truth rather than rational truth (Peeters, 2009a). Rational 
truth is mathematical or logical truth for Arendt: “even God cannot cause two times 
two not to make four” (Arendt & Kohn, 2006b, p. 236). According to Peeters, this 
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form of truth does not belong to the realm of appearances; it is rooted not in “some-
thing outside us in the world, which others observe and which thus becomes 
“common,” but rather in the laws that govern the functioning of our brains”(Peeters, 
2009a, p. 349). Rational truth, in that sense, “enlightens human understanding” 
(Arendt & Kohn, 2006b, p. 238). This truth is the form of truth the human being 
should fall back on under the rule of totalitarianism, when humans experience 
loneliness due to the nonexistence of public spaces. In The Origins of Totalitarianism 
(Arendt, 2004), Arendt writes:  

The elementary rules of cogent evidence, the truism that two and two equals four, can-
not be perverted even under the conditions of absolute loneliness. It is the only reliable 
“truth” human beings can fall back upon once they have lost the mutual guarantee, the 
common sense, men need in order to experience and live and know their way in a 
common world (Arendt, 2004, pp. 614–615). 

Factual truth, by contrast, belongs to the realm of appearances and thus must inform 
opinions, according to Arendt. Factual truth, she continues,  

is always related to other people, it concerns events and circumstances in which many 
are involved; it is established by witnesses and depends upon testimony; it exists only to 
the extent that it is spoken about even if it occurs in the domain of privacy (Arendt, 
2006a, pp. 233–234). 

Arendt indicates that because “factual truth is always related to other people” and 
phenomena, “it is political by nature” (Arendt, 2006a, p. 234). Peeters argues that 
belonging to the phenomenal world brings with it vulnerability. The vulnerability of 
factual truth is also due to its contingent character: According to Peeters, “it could 
always have been otherwise” (Peeters, 2009a, p. 349). In that sense, even though 
factual truth informs opinions, “it is not more self-evident than opinion” (Arendt, 
2006a, p. 239). Truth may be vulnerable and powerless, but Arendt argues that facts 
are also stubborn and resilient (Arendt, 2004) quoted in (Peeters, 2009a, p. 352). 
This makes factual truth a stabilizing factor in the ephemeral political domain, 
where it becomes “the ground on which we stand” (Arendt, 2004) quoted in 
(Peeters, 2009a, p. 352). It essential here to understand that, even though opinions 
can differ from one person to another, they are only legitimate as long as they are in 
line with the factual truth (Peeters, 2009a, p. 352).  
 Through this discussion, I have shown that one of the formulations of common 
sense according to Arendt is le bon sens, the sixth sense, which she understands as a 
cognitive capacity (Peeters, 2009a). However, Arendt also formulates common sense 
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as a human capacity to judge (Peeters, 2009a). In the following sub-section, I discuss 
this second version of Arendt’s common sense.  

b. Common Sense as Sensus Communis 

The second description of common sense – as sensus communis – is based on Arendt’s 
understanding that making judgments, and the human capacity to judge, constitute 
a political faculty. This is an understanding that she bases on Kant’s Critique of 
Judgment. According to Peeters (2009b), Arendt, in her Lectures on Kant’s Political 
Philosophy (Arendt, 1982), portrays common sense “to imply a specific faculty of 
judgment, which she ultimately designates with the expression ‘community sense’” 
(Peeters, 2009b, p. 411). As mentioned before, Arendt considers human “being” not 
as being-in-the-world, as Heidegger does, but as being-in-the-world-with-others. 
Judgment, for Arendt, is an essential human faculty that needs to be exercised by 
humans, since “judging is one, if not the most, important activity in which this 
sharing-the-world-with-others comes to pass” (Arendt, 2006a, p. 218). The reason 
Arendt pays such special attention to judgment is that, according to her, judgments 
are the basis for human opinions. Humans act politically when they speak their 
minds, making their opinions about public matters heard by other people with 
whom they share the world. Through this speaking of opinions, humans “assume 
their responsibility for the common world they share with others” (Peeters, 2009b, p. 
411). According to Peeters, this second definition of common sense departs from 
Arendt’s first formulation of common sense as a cognitive capacity (Peeters, 2009b).  
The basis of this second description of common sense is in Kant’s Critique of Judgment. 
Arendt says, 

In the Critique of Judgment Kant insisted upon a different way of thinking, for which it 
would not be enough to be in agreement with one’s own self, but which consisted of be-
ing able to “think in the place of everybody else” and which he therefore called an 
“enlarged mentality” (Arendt, 2006a p. 217). 

According to Peeters, Arendt considers this enlarged way of thinking as proper to 
the formation of opinions, since it requires imagining the opinions of people who are 
absent, in order to represent them (Peeters, 2009b). This imagination requires not 
concerning oneself with one’s own interests (Peeters, 2009b). Borren argues that, 
through imagination, one allows the immediate sensory perception of phenomena to 
wither away and distances oneself from subjective emotional engagement, thereby 
enabling critical thinking (Borren, 2013). Through imagination, one reaches this 
enlarged mentality wherein one imagines other possible perspectives in relation to 
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the phenomena (Borren, 2013). Imagination and enlarged thought enable judgment 
to be an inherently plural activity, since 

The power of judgment rests on a potential agreement with others, and the thinking 
process which is active in judging something is not, like the thought process of pure rea-
soning, a dialogue between me and myself, but finds itself always and primarily, even if I 
am quite alone in making up my mind, in an anticipated communication with others 
with whom I know I must finally come to some agreement. From this potential agree-
ment judgment derives its specific validity (Arendt, 2006a p. 217). 

For Arendt, this specific validity of judgment cannot extend further than the others 
that the judging person imagines in his or her considerations (Arendt, 2006a). In that 
sense, this judgment is community based, not universal. For Arendt, judgment is 
political in the sense that it is  

the ability to see things not only from one’s own point of view but in the perspective of 
all those who happen to be present; even that judgment may be one of the fundamental 
abilities of man as a political being insofar as it enables him to orient himself in the pub-
lic realm, in the common world (Arendt, 2006a, p. 218). 

The judgment Arendt takes from Kant here, however, was not developed by Kant 
for the realm of politics. In his Critique of Judgment, Kant was positioning judgment as 
an aesthetic endeavor. Thus, aesthetic judgment, for Kant, was closely related to the 
concept of taste (Arendt, 2006a). Arendt was convinced that Kant left the political 
implications of his concept of aesthetic judgment underdeveloped. She indicates:  

[…] the reason why I believe so much in Kant’s Critique of Judgment is not because I am 
interested in aesthetics but because I believe that the way in which we say “that is right, 
that is wrong” is not very different from the way in which we say “this is beautiful, this is 
ugly” (Young-Bruehl, 2004, p. 452). 

Arendt, then, saw a clear political value in the human judgment of taste. For her, it 
is also taste that informs people’s political judgments, because both taste judgments 
and political judgments are concerned with the world. According to Arendt,  

… in aesthetic no less than in political judgments, a decision is made, and although this 
decision is always determined by a certain subjectivity, by the simple fact that each per-
son occupies a place of his own from which he looks upon and judges the world, it also 
derives from the fact that the world itself is an objective datum, something common to 
all its inhabitants. The activity of taste decides, how this world, independent of its utility 
and our vital interests in it, is to look and sound, what men will see and what they will 
hear in it. Taste judges the world in its appearance and its worldliness; its interest in the 
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world is purely “disinterested” and that means that neither the life interests of the indi-
vidual nor the moral interests of the self are involved here. For judgments of taste, the 
world is the primary thing, not man, neither man’s life nor his self (Arendt, 2006a, p. 
219). 

According to Peeters, it is exactly taste’s concern with the world as a space of 
appearance that makes it political (Peeters, 2009b). However, although it is equally 
concerned with the world, taste judgment is as subjective as political judgment 
according to Arendt, who argues that the “it-pleases-or-displeases-me” (Arendt, 
1982, p. 66) is very much present in taste. Taste is immediate and it is not mediated 
by any thought or reflection; therefore, the sense of taste is subjective (Arendt, 1982). 
For Arendt, the biggest problem with taste is that it is noncommunicable (Arendt, 
1982). Taste and smell, Arendt says, are entirely private senses, and they are not 
related to objective things; in other words, they are not necessarily related to objects 
(Arendt, 1982). The example Arendt gives here is the food one eats and the rose one 
smells: the sensations that a person attaches to the taste of food and the scent of a 
rose are inside that person – they are both inner27 senses (Arendt, 1982). One is 
directly affected by both taste and smell. For that reason, Arendt argues, one cannot 
debate if a taste or a smell is right or wrong. She continues, “No argument can 
persuade me to like oysters if I do not like them. In other words, the disturbing thing 
about matters of taste is that they are not communicable” (Arendt, 1982, p. 66).  
 However, there is a solution to this noncommunicability of taste: imagination 
and common sense (Arendt, 1982). As mentioned before, imagination makes present 
what is absent (Arendt, 1982). Through imagination, one does not necessarily have 
to be directly confronted with an object to grasp its sense, and thus “imagination 
transforms the objects of objective senses into sensed objects, as though they were 
objects of inner sense” (Arendt, 1982, p. 65). This, for Arendt, happens when one 
reflects upon a representation of an object rather than the object itself; what causes 
one’s pleasure or displeasure in this scenario is not the direct perception of the object 
(Arendt, 1982). Arendt indicates that Kant calls this process “the operation of 
reflection” (Arendt, 1982, p. 65). This operation of reflection, thanks to imagination, 
creates a distance between the human and the immediate or direct senses that are 
awakened, which enables one to “mentally” taste what one sees and hears (Peeters, 
2009b, p. 418). This distance allows one to be able to make a distinction between 
what pleases or displeases one in representation, when those things are not present 
___________________________________________________________________ 

27  Arendt’s italics. 



Arendt, Phenomenology, and Technology 

77 

for the sensory perceptions (Peeters, 2009b). According to Arendt, this distance 
means that one can talk about judgments rather than taste, because  

… though it still affects one like a matter of taste, one now has, by means of representa-
tion, established proper distance, the remoteness or un-involvedness or 
disinterestedness, that is requisite for approbation and disapprobation, for evaluating 
something at its proper worth. By removing the object, one has established the condi-
tions for impartiality (Arendt, 1982, p. 67). 

This distance or disinterestedness is essential for one to be able to make a judgment, 
since only through this distance can one establish impartiality. It can be concluded, 
then, that judgment is not possible without imagination, because only the impartiali-
ty of imagination guarantees that one can make a judgment.  
 In addition to requiring imagination, judgment, for Arendt, also requires com-
mon sense or sensus communis. According to Arendt, Kant was very well aware that 
even in the most private and subjective senses there was something nonsubjective 
(Arendt, 1982). Referring to Kant, Arendt shows that the human interest in beauty 
only exists because humans live in a society (Arendt, 1982). The judging of some-
thing as beautiful or not does not make sense for Arendt if it cannot be 
communicated with others; we seek an agreement with the people we share the 
world with through our judgments of taste (Arendt, 1982). According to Arendt, 
Kant shows that the fact we share the world with others means that we need to 
“overcome our special subjective conditions for the sake of others” (Arendt, 1982, p. 
67). Arendt interprets the nonsubjective element in the nonobjective senses Kant 
talks about as intersubjectivity (Arendt, 1982). Arendt explains her interpretation 
thus:  

Judgment, especially judgments of taste, always reflects upon others, and their taste, 
takes their possible judgments into account. This is necessary because I am human and 
I cannot live outside the company of men. I judge as a member of this community… 
(Arendt, 1982, p. 67). 

According to Arendt, judgment is the end result of two mental operations: the first is 
the “operation of the imagination, in which one judges objects that are no longer 
present, that are removed from immediate sense perception” (Arendt, 1982, p. 68), 
which prepares one for the second operation, that of reflection (Arendt, 1982). 
Arendt asserts that this “operation of reflection is the actual activity of judging 
something” (Arendt, 1982, p. 68). The standard for the operation of reflection is its 
communicability (Arendt, 1982). She explains:  
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The operation of imagination has made the absent immediately present to one’s inner 
sense, and this inner sense is discriminatory by definition: it says it-pleases or it-
displeases. It is called taste because, like taste, it chooses. But this choice is itself subject to 
still another choice: one can approve or disapprove of the very fact of pleasing: this too is 
subject to “approbation or disapprobation.” … All these approbations and disapproba-
tions are afterthoughts; at the time you are doing scientific research you may be vaguely 
aware that you are happy doing it, but only later, in reflecting on it, when you are no 
longer busy doing whatever you were doing, will you be able to have this additional 
“pleasure”: of approving it. In this additional pleasure it is no longer the object that 
pleases but that we judge it to be pleasing … The very act of approbation pleases, the 
very act of disapprobation displeases. Hence the question: How does one choose be-
tween approbation and disapprobation? One criterion is easily guessed if one considers 
the examples given above; it is the criterion of communicability or publicness …  
(Arendt, 1982, p. 69). 

Thus, for Arendt, communicability is the criterion that helps one distinguish be-
tween approval or disapproval of something that pleases one. The standard on 
which one bases these decisions is “common sense” (Arendt, 1982, p. 69). Arendt 
argues that Kant uses the Latin term sensus communis instead of common sense 
because he intends the term to mean “an extra sense – like an extra mental capabil-
ity – that fits us into a community” (Arendt, 1982, p. 70). Sensus communis, for Arendt, 
is a specifically human sense because human speech and communication depend on 
it. Arendt quotes Kant to explain further:  

Under the sensus communis we must include the idea of a sense common to all, i.e., of 
a faculty of judgment which, in its reflection, takes account (a priori) of the mode of rep-
resentation of all other men in thought, in order, as it were, to compare its judgment 
with the collective reason of humanity … This is done by comparing our judgment 
with the possible rather than the actual judgments of others, and by putting ourselves in 
the place of any other man, by abstracting from the limitations which contingently at-
tach to our own judgment … (Kant, Critique of Judgment, Chapter 40 as quoted in 
Arendt, 1982, p. 71).  

With this quotation from Kant, Arendt shows that judgment is essentially based on 
common sense: We are able to imagine because of sensus communis. Peeters argues 
that the fact that judgments are based on common sense does not give them objec-
tive validity (Peeters, 2009b). As Arendt says, the validity of these judgments is not 
the same as the validity of cognitive or scientific propositions, which are based on 
the evidence of either one’s senses or one’s mind (Arendt, 1982). However, judg-
ments have subjective validity (Peeters, 2009b), because they are based in the 
common sense of the community and they are the end result of reflection that took 
one’s own judgments and the possible judgments of all others into account (Arendt, 
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1982). The fact that judgments have subjective validity means that one can never 
force someone “to agree with one’s judgments.” (Arendt, 1982, p.72) According to 
Arendt, when one judges, “one “can only “woo” or “court” the agreement of 
everyone else. And in this persuasive activity one actually appeals to the “communi-
ty sense.” In other words, when one judges, one judges as a member of a 
community” (Arendt, 1982, p. 72). According to Peeters, Arendt clearly reads 
Kant’s sensus communis as the essential political character of human existence (Peeters, 
2009b). Peeters claims that for Arendt, without sensus communis, it would be impossi-
ble for humans to make themselves understood by others or to share any meaning 
with one another (Peeters, 2009b). Thus, sensus communis enables a political commu-
nity, because it allows people to speak, not only in terms of their needs but also in 
terms of their judgments (Peeters, 2009b). There would be no common world or a 
political community if there were no sensus communis (Peeters, 2009b). One thing 
Peeters highlights here is that, while human beings judge as part of a community, 
they do not stop being worldly: In other words, people judge as part of a community 
and also as part of the world (Peeters, 2009b). As Arendt says,  

One judges always as a member of a community, guided by one’s community sense, 
one’s sensus communis. But in the last analysis, one is a member of a world community by 
the sheer fact of being human; this is one’s “cosmopolitan existence.” When one judges 
and when one acts in political matters, one is supposed to take one’s bearings from the 
idea, not the actuality, of being a world citizen and, therefore, also a Weltbetrachter, a 
world spectator (Arendt, 1982, pp. 75–76)28. 

The Relationship Between Sixth Sense and Sensus Communis 
It becomes clear that these “two related yet different” definitions of common sense – 
one as sixth sense and one as sensus communis – are essential for the “realization and 
preservation of a common world” (Peeters, 2009b, p. 431). In sum, sixth sense and 
sensus communis are two perspectives of common sense for Arendt. The sixth sense 
coordinates one’s senses and helps one grasp the realness of one’s perceptions. The 
community sense, as a shared context of meaning, fits people into a community and 

___________________________________________________________________ 
28  According to Peeters, this quotation about the fact that one also judges as a world spectator opens 

up the question of whether the actor that acts (praxis) can also judge. This question has been long 
discussed and evaluated by many Arendt scholars Villa (1995) Disch (1993, 1994) Knauer (1989). 
Peeters, after an extensive analysis, agrees with James T. Knauer, who claims that “acting and 
judging are simply different moments in political being-together” (Knauer, 1989, p. 74). For an 
extensive discussion of this, see Peeters (2009b).  
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allows them to communicate their opinions (Peeters, 2009b). By analyzing common 
sense and the world as they feature in Arendt’s hermeneutic phenomenology, 
Borren reveals that the world and the notion of common sense are co-original. 
Common sense can also be understood as the preliminary understanding that 
humans refer to, which is common to us all, is uncritical, and is inarticulate (Borren, 
2013). In that sense, Borren argues that Arendt also situates common sense as the 
basis for understanding (Borren, 2013). In other words, we not only judge but also 
understand by referring to common sense.  
 According to Borren, understanding is rooted in prior implicit understanding 
(Borren, 2013, p.40), for instance in the form of presuppositions. This implicit 
understanding is something that we reach through our practical dealings with the 
world; in other words, we are familiar with the world in a basic, intuitive way. 
Therefore, “we always have an immediate, intuitive, implicit, and nonreflective 
understanding of the things, events, and other people in the world” (Borren, 2013, p. 
240). This preliminary, implicit understanding senses, and explicit understanding is 
the articulated and confirmed version of this sense-based preliminary understanding 
(Borren, 2013). For Arendt, because humans are situated and conditioned beings,29 
the way in which humans relate to one another and to the world always happens in 
the form of a circle (Borren, 2013). For Arendt, as for other hermeneutic phenome-
nologists, because understanding and judging are ways in which humans relate to 
one another and to the world, these two activities also occur in a circular structure 
(Borren, 2013). Below, I go into detail about what this circular structure entails.  

c. The Hermeneutic Circle 

This circular way of making sense of the world is called the hermeneutic circle 
(Borren, 2013). According to Borren, the hermeneutic circle starts when people 
become engaged by a phenomenon; in other words, it is “only when for other 
reasons our attention is awakened, that the automatic pilot of everyday, implicit 
understanding makes a place for the circle of explicit understanding or interpreta-

___________________________________________________________________ 
29  As defined in Chapter 2, conditions include within themselves an openness, in the sense that even 

though we are conditioned beings, this does not mean that a certain condition is realized. In 
Borren’s words, “a condition is not a causal mechanism or a one-way determination. By opening 
up the horizon of the future, the human conditions preserve freedom … The phenomenological 
background of the idea of conditionality ensures that conditions are both constants of human 
experience and existence and historically variable in their particular constellations and combina-
tion” (Borren, 2013, p. 237).  
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tion” (Borren, 2013, p. 240). For Borren, Arendt articulates taste as the way in 
which something awakens our attention, since it is taste that enables people to 
discriminate what appeals to them and what does not in an immediate fashion 
(Borren, 2013). Taste here works as a “catalyst for the process of acquiring explicit 
understanding” (Borren, 2013, p. 240). Because a phenomenon appeals to our taste 
and attracts our attention, it means that that phenomenon affects us, and thus a 
hermeneutic circle opens (Borren, 2013). Borren argues that, “phenomenological 
analysis of the lived experience of the world” (Borren, 2013, p. 240) is the starting 
point of the hermeneutic circle. According to Borren, “this lived experience of the 
world,…is full of uncritical, pre-reflective, and prejudiced understanding of mean-
ing,” (Borren, 2013, p. 240) therefore, we need to “distance ourselves from these 
prejudices” (Borren, 2013, p. 240) and apply our individual critical reflection.  
 Borren argues that it is the human capacity for imagination and storytelling that 
allows someone to create a distance and apply their critical reflection to the phe-
nomenon that attracted their attention (Borren, 2013). By enabling representative 
thinking, storytelling and imagination allow one to form a more critically reflected 
version of the implicit understanding that one started through the attraction towards 
a phenomenon (Borren, 2013). This critically reflected version of the implicit 
understanding is explicit understanding or interpretation (Borren, 2013).  
 According to Borren, explicit understanding or interpretation is a contingent, 
open-ended, perpetual process: in other words, a hermeneutic circle, in which there 
is constant engagement between the subject and the object, “between the “thinking 
ego” and “the events and phenomena of the world” (Borren, 2013, p. 241). For 
Borren, this circular relationship between humans and the world implies a code-
pendent relationship between human existence and the world, in the sense that the 
way in which we understand ourselves and the way in which we understand the 
world are co-original: they are “mutually conditional” and mutually inform each 
other (Borren, 2013, p. 241). To reiterate her point, Borren refers to Ramberg and 
Gjesdal: “[We] simply cannot understand ourselves without the detour through the 
world, and the world cannot be understood without reference to [our] way of life” 
(Ramberg & Gjesdal, 2005). Arendt positions common sense as “the source and 
substance of the hermeneutic circle” (Borren, 2013). Although, as mentioned before, 
common sense includes preliminary and implicit understandings, such as prejudices, 
it is still the only step towards reflective understanding (Borren, 2013). Even though 
preliminary understanding includes prejudices and subjective or partial preferences, 
common sense and imagination together assure that reflective understanding, in 
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other words judgment, is not a reflection of preliminary understanding (Borren, 
2013).  
 According to Borren, common sense, by achieving its validity through intersub-
jectivity – or situated impartiality, as Disch (1993) calls it – avoids both subjectivism 
and universalism. In sum, common sense, on the one hand, is embedded in the 
human conditions and thus dependent on historical and political context, and on the 
other hand, it constitutes the context for humans to act, speak, judge, and make 
sense of the world (Borren, 2013). In other words, common sense is both world 
building and world disclosing (Borren, 2013). Borren argues that “common sense is 
co-original with the common world”, meaning that “common sense both presuppos-
es and enables a common world and fits us into it,” and thus common sense and 
common world are interdependent (Borren, 2013, p. 248). According to Borren,  

Common sense refers both to a sense we have in common as worldly creatures, that is, 
as beings who create an artificial habitat to survive, and to a sense of the common, 
which cannot simply be reduced to the first. It is something which emerges in the space 
between a plurality of actors and spectators, in our perpetual interaction with the com-
mon world, and which maintains this common world at the same time. It is both a 
feature of the human condition, and, as such, may or may not be realized, and some-
thing acquired through socialization in a particular community (Borren, 2013, p. 248). 

As Borren describes it, then, common sense is Arendt’s further reassurance that the 
world we inhabit is construed by humans as a plural world consisting of different 
perspectives and different human beings. This being so, common sense lends further 
emphasis to Arendt’s argument against the displacement of praxis by poiesis. Howev-
er, if, as Borren argues, common sense is both world building and world disclosing 
(Borren, 2013), this suggests that common sense is the end result of the interaction 
between two activities that Arendt constantly positioned as opposites. If common 
sense is both world building and world disclosing, then poiesis and praxis must be 
intertwined rather than opposed. In the next section, I examine praxis and poiesis 
closely in relation to their common denominator, the world.  

3.2. Common World and Worldliness  

In this section, I first show that artificiality and materiality are intrinsic to the activity 
of work (fabrication or poiesis). Building on this, I show that work, being the activity 
corresponding to the human condition of worldliness, creates the world. I distinguish 
Arendt’s construction of different realms that the world encompasses. Following 
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these distinctions, I argue that the world Arendt positions as encompassing the 
realms of the private and public is indeed artificial but also material.  
 One thing that Arendt constantly reminds her reader is that human life is 
composed of modes of conditioned existence. As I described in the first chapter, 
there are different modes of existence within life, and one of the conditions that 
shapes the artificial existence of humans is the condition of worldliness. The activity 
that corresponds to worldliness is work, which is poiesis. According to Arendt, human 
life as it is would not be possible if things, which are the end result of poiesis, were not 
involved (Arendt, 1998). These human-constructed things come together and make 
up the world that we live in. As I pointed out earlier, in The Human Condition (Arendt, 
1998), Arendt writes extensively about the activities that come together and make up 
vita activa. Loidolt (2017) provides her own translation of parts of the section on 
“work” from the German version of The Human Condition, since some parts related to 
the concept of work were not translated into the English version. These parts are 
important for the purposes of this dissertation to show how and why the Arendtian 
notion of work is essential for her political theory and also for her political philoso-
phy of technology. Loidolt’s section on work reads as follows:  

Work provides an “artificial” world of things, distinctly different from all natural sur-
roundings [the German version adds: in that they withstand nature to a certain degree and are not 
simply powered by life processes30]. Within its borders each individual life is housed, while this 
world itself is meant to outlast and transcend them all [the German version adds: in this 
world of things human life is at home, which is by nature homeless; and the world offers a home to humans 
to the extent that it outlasts human life, withstands it and confronts it objectively] the human condition 
of work is worldliness [the German version adds: namely the dependence of human existence on 
objecthood (Gegenstandlichkeit) and objectivity]. (Loidolt, 2018, p. 109-110)  

In the English version of The Human Condition, the definition of the condition of 
worldliness, namely the dependence of human existence on objecthood, is excluded. 
As can be seen, for Arendt, there is a close relationship between humans and things. 
She argues:  

The objectivity of the world – its object- or thing-character – and the human condition 
supplement each other; because human existence is conditioned existence, it would be 
impossible without things, and things would be a heap of unrelated articles, a non-
world, if they were not the conditioners of human existence (Arendt, 1998, p.9). 

___________________________________________________________________ 
30  Italics added by Loidolt (Loidolt, 2018). 
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It is clear, then, that Arendt celebrates these artificial things we create to house us, to 
provide shelter for us, and she also recognizes that there is a close relationship 
between these things we create and how we exist: They condition our very existence. 
The public world that we occupy as humans, according to Arendt, is not like nature 
or earth, it is a product of human artifact, the result of the “fabrication of human 
hands” (Arendt, 1998, p. 52). According to her, living in the world means that the 
world itself is in between separate human individuals or communities; there is always 
something that is common to humans in material form (Arendt, 1998, p. 52). Pieter 
Tijmes (1992) argues that Arendt is indeed an advocate of the artificial character of 
humanity. Tijmes argues that according to Arendt, this capacity to create the 
artificial, to fabricate, is what is specific about being human (Tijmes, 1992). 
 The fabrication Arendt celebrates is the human condition of “worldliness”. 
Canovan (Canovan, 1994) observes that work, even though it is not considered a 
public activity by Arendt, has a strong affinity with the public realm. This affinity 
stems from the fact that work produces material things, and these things exist in the 
world, which is shared by everyone (Canovan, 1994). Villa argues that it is work that 
gives humans a world consisting of a realm of objects, and this world is not a heap of 
unrelated artifacts or things, but rather they are categorized in terms of means and 
ends (Villa, 1995, p. 137). This world that homo faber builds, the human artifice, is 
also the world in which humans act politically. Homo faber, in this sense, prepares the 
stage for our political self, our zoon politikon, to appear.  
 This close relationship between the world and its being a space of appearance for 
praxis shows that fabrication, namely poiesis, has a significant role in the possibilities 
of praxis’s appearance. Even though Arendt repeatedly says that “a space becomes a 
space of appearance (namely public space) wherever men gather in the manner of 
speech and deeds” (Arendt, 1998), this does not obviate the necessity for the physi-
cal-material existence of such a space, which can turn into a space of appearance. 
This world that homo faber builds, as mentioned before, houses a plurality of appear-
ances, in addition to housing artificial things. In that sense it is the common 
reference point for the citizens to acknowledge when they are disclosing themselves 
and how this world appears to them. This world that we live in, the one that we love 
and care for, relates and separates us at the same time. By virtue of this quality, it 
also creates common care and common concerns for the individuals, and each 
individual shares their care and concerns with others. That is why, for Arendt, we 
are worldly beings.  
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 There is one thing to note here: Even though Arendt talks about things, artificial-
ity, and human constructs, these very rarely refer to a specific physical or material 
object or artifact, and in her general political theory the physicality of the end 
product of homo faber is left underdeveloped. While Arendt acknowledges that homo 
faber, while carrying out poiesis, produces artificial things in the form of both physical 
or material objects and cultural or institutional bodies, she does not develop the 
political relevance of the material or physical objects. One of the tasks at hand in this 
dissertation is to develop this mute aspect of Arendt’s political theory. In the sub-
section below, I seek to find hints from her work to provide the reader with insight 
into artificiality as Arendt perceives it, and I analyze if and how these hints could be 
referring to materiality. 

3.2.1. The World  

Arendt’s political theory revitalizes the public quality of politics, aiming to situate 
human existence with an ontological connection to the world, a connection that can 
only be meaningful when it is revealed in the manner of politics. In other words, the 
world that is the accumulation of the end products of homo faber only becomes 
meaningful when it is appropriated by zoon politikon. In her essay “Introduction into 
Politics” (Arendt & Kohn, 2005b), Arendt focuses on the meaning of politics and 
claims that it “deals with the coexistence and association of different men” (Arendt 
& Kohn, 2005b, p.93). But, she adds, neither theology nor philosophy can act as the 
foundation for a place where politics can take shape. They could not do so, for two 
reasons:  

The first is the assumption that there is something political in man that belongs to his es-
sence. This is simply not so, man31 is apolitical. Politics arises between men, and so quite 
outside of man. There is therefore no real political substance. Politics arises in what lies be-
tween men and is established as relationships. The second is the monotheistic concept of 
God in whose likeness man is said to have been created. On that basis, there can, of 
course, only be man, while men come a more or less successful repetition of the same 
(Arendt, 2005b, p. 95).  

___________________________________________________________________ 
31  Arendt’s italics. 
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Arendt argues that this monotheistic account of human beings is absurd, since 
humans are not isolated, solitary beings. She continues: 

God’s creation of plurality of men is embodied in the absolute difference of all men 
from one another, which is greater than the relative difference among peoples, nations 
or races ... From the very start, politics organizes those who are absolutely different with 
a view to their relative equality and in contradistinction to their relative differences  
(Arendt, 2005b, p. 96).  

Thus, the world Arendt has in mind is an “in between,” which allows various 
relations to emerge between different human beings.  
 Arendt uses the terms public space, public realm, the world, and the space of 
appearance interchangeably. This may confuse the reader. Therefore, I shall take a 
moment here to provide some distinctions between these terms. 
 The earth that humans inhabit is natural; the world is what humans create by 
intervening into the earth. The world Arendt has in mind, as mentioned before, is 
an accumulation of the creations of homo faber. In that sense, the world is separate 
from the earth. Homo faber’s creations are of two types: The first includes physical, 
material creations like buildings, roads, tables, and chairs, and the second includes 
cultural or institutional creations like governments, laws, and states. Both of these 
end products provide stability and durability to human beings. Physical, material 
products provide durability and stability in the sense that once, for example, a 
building has been erected, even when the architect of the building ceases to exist in 
the world, the building remains. Cultural or institutional products provide stability 
and durability in the sense that they are not bound to temporality. For example, the 
existence of a bill of rights or the law is not a temporal thing; it is written and 
recorded in history and law, and it stays in the world even when the writers of the 
bill of rights leave the world.  
 This world also includes two realms of existence, the public realm and the 
private realm. A space of appearance is a public space. The public realm of exist-
ence includes this public space, which is a temporal, abstract space that comes into 
being when the end product of homo faber is appropriated by zoon politikon via praxis. 
What this means is that, for Arendt, the public realm only becomes a “space of 
appearance,” and thus a public space, when “men are together in the manner of 
speech and action” (Arendt, 1998, p. 199). 

Everything that appears in public can be seen and heard by everybody and has the 
widest possible publicity. For us, appearance – something that is being seen and heard 
by others as well as ourselves – constitutes reality. Compared with the reality which 
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comes from being seen and heard, even the greatest forces of intimate life – the passions 
of hearth, the thoughts of the mind, the delights of the senses – lead an uncertain, shad-
owy kind of existence unless and until they are transformed, de-privatized and de-
individualized, as it were, into a shape to fit them for public appearance … The pres-
ence of others who see what we see and hear what we hear assures us of the reality of 
the world and ourselves … (Arendt, 1998, p. 50)  

The space of appearance thus comes into being when zoon politikon uses a space for 
self and world disclosing. When zoon politikon appears in any space to use it for this 
purpose, whether that space was designated as public or private, it can turn into a 
space of appearance. When Arendt talks about the space of appearance, which 
appears at the moment zoon politikon appropriates the end product of homo faber, she 
discusses both physical, material end products and cultural, institutional end prod-
ucts. The world, being the accumulation of these products, provides room for 
interpretation, in Arendt’s terminology, of how the world appears to one. This 
interpretation, as already discussed, is not possible without reference to common 
sense. Two people looking at the same chair may have the same or different percep-
tions of the chair’s color. Two people looking at a law may have different 
interpretations of what that law entails. Our interpretations of the end products (the 
world) are temporal, but the end products (the world) themselves are not.  
 The world, because it houses the potential spaces of appearance, creates com-
mon concern and care in the people who live in it. We care about the end products 
of homo faber because they provide room for us to appear and disclose how we 
interpret this world that we live in – that is, to disclose how it appears to us. By 
interpreting the world, we disclose the world as politically meaningful. So, when 
Arendt talks about the care of the world, or the love of the world, she talks about the 
shared space that can potentially turn into a space of appearance. In this space, we 
can meet, discuss, and debate matters that concern us with our fellow citizens. This 
is how we give meaning to our lives and to the world that we live in. 
 As already mentioned, Arendt, looking back at the ancient Greek city-state 
experience, believes there to be two realms of existence in this world: public and 
private. Public realms are common spaces that we bring into existence when we 
manifest political freedom and equality (Arendt, 1998). Private realms, by contrast, 
are spaces in which we remove ourselves from society and focus on our own needs 
and survival. Below, I provide extensive definitions of these two realms of existence.  
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a. The Public Realm 

The public realm is inclusive of spaces that are shared with other human beings. 
This does not mean that every space that exists within the public realm is a public 
space. Public spaces are common grounds for politics to appear. Public spaces are 
the end products of homo faber, as mentioned above, and are preparatory for the 
appearance of praxis. Moreover, not all public spaces are spaces of appearance. 
From a contemporary point of view, a public park or a city square is a public space, 
but this does not mean that such a space is a space of appearance.  
 Arendt’s understanding of politics is strongly tied to public space: The coming 
together of separate individuals with various perspectives on how to be and how to 
live requires a public space. A public park, a government building, or a parliament 
could function as a public space. Arendt’s definition of public spaces, although 
strongly tied to materiality, requires that such spaces have an additional character: 
To fulfill a political function, a public space must also be a “space of appearance” 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 199). 
 In a public space as a space of appearance, humans appear to one another 
through their speech and action. The space of appearance allows humans to be both 
plural and individual, and in addition, talking to one another and acting reveals 
what is real: For Arendt, politics is ontology. Self-disclosure and consensus in a 
public space also establishes the world in a certain way and enables people to share 
and comprehend that world. If a person had no connection to the perceptions and 
experiences of others, that person would not be able to relate to other people in any 
way and would lose their grasp of reality.  
 This idea of the world being dependent on interaction in a public space can be 
further illustrated through the parallel that Arendt draws between performing arts 
and politics: 

The performing arts … have indeed strong affinity with politics. Performing artists – 
dancers, play-actors, musicians, and the like – need an audience to show their virtuosity, 
just as acting men need the presence of others before whom they can appear; both need 
a publicly organized space for their “work” and both depend upon others for the per-
formance itself. Such a space of appearances is not to be taken for granted wherever 
men live together in a community. The Greek polis once was precisely that “form of 
government” which provided men with a space of appearances where they could act, 
with a kind of theatre where freedom could appear (Arendt, 2006a, p. 152).  

This quotation reveals that who and what we are, as well as what we consider real, 
are shaped through our public actions and speeches and through our interactions 
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with one another. However, these processes of self-disclosure and world-disclosure 
can only manifest themselves in a public space, which, being a place between 
humans, instead of belonging to and privately owned by a particular human, is 
durable and stable. In public space, stories are told and exchanged, and new stories 
and experiences are created. Whereas everything can vanish over time, public space, 
by being durable and stable, preserves humans’ stories, deeds, and words through 
generations (Arendt, 1998). The parallel that Arendt draws between performing arts 
and politics also illustrates that public spaces are not passive gathering spots but 
rather artifacts that must be created, and creating these artifacts is a political chal-
lenge of utmost importance. Perceiving reality in its full sense and contributing to 
the enrichment of reality is impossible without public spaces. Identifying public 
spaces as artifacts also highlights their material character. 
 A space, in whatever form, can be claimed to be a space of appearance, and thus 
a public space, only if there is praxis being Carried out in that space. What must be 
carefully noted here is that a space of appearance is always a public space for 
Arendt. All other spaces are potential public spaces within the public realm. They 
only become public spaces, though, when praxis is Carried out within them. For 
Arendt, the peculiarity of a space of appearance  

is that, unlike the spaces which are the work of our hands, it does not survive the actuali-
ty of the movement which brought it into being, but disappears not only with the 
dispersal of men – as in the case of great catastrophes when the body politic of a people 
is destroyed – but with the disappearance or arrest of the activities themselves. Wherev-
er people gather together, it [the space of appearance] is potentially there, but only 
potentially, not necessarily and not forever (Arendt, 1998, p. 199).  

Here, Arendt wants to highlight that a space of appearance, and thus a public space, 
is a temporal notion. The physicality of a space is stable and durable, but the 
moment in which that space turns into a public space – in other words, a space of 
appearance – is temporal. Her main example of the public space, the ancient Greek 
city-state polis, is also not bounded to physicality:  

The polis, properly speaking, is not the city-state in its physical location; it is the organi-
zation of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking together, and its true space lies 
between people living together for this purpose, no matter where they happen to be. 
“Wherever you go, you will be a polis” (Arendt, 1998, p. 198). 

What the above quotation highlights is that praxis is a temporal activity, and its 
capacity to turn a place into a space of appearance, and thus a public space, is also 
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temporary. However, it is the world, the accumulation of the end result of homo 
faber’s work, that houses this potentiality by providing a physical and cultural 
durability and stability. Below, I continue with the realm that Arendt finds antithet-
ical to the public realm, the realm of the private.  

b. The Private Realm 

According to Arendt, the private realm of life is the realm of necessity. This realm is 
the house of animal laborans, the mode of existence where humans take care of their 
biological needs. This private realm corresponds to the household, because the 
activities that take place in this realm are mainly concerned with sustaining life. In 
this sphere, humans live together, but this is only for the sake of the individual; 
humans need the company of others to ensure their individual maintenance and 
survival. According to Arendt, in the ancient Greek city-state experience, all the 
activities that took place in the private realm were driven and ruled by necessity 
(Arendt, 1998). As I mentioned in Chapter 2, Arendt’s notion of freedom is freedom 
to move about, the freedom to exit one’s privately owned place and, from that place, 
insert oneself into the public realm. In this sense, the private realm is the place 
where one can prepare for the public realm. This is the space in which one masters 
the biological necessities to become free. Without being free from the necessities that 
one takes care of in the private realm, the public realm consisting of free individuals 
cannot exist.  
 Thus, the private realm prepares humans to engage in politics. Everything that 
goes on in the private realm liberates humans “from the necessities of life, for the 
freedom of the world” (Arendt, 1998, p. 31). For Arendt, taking care of needs is a 
private matter, which does not have to be seen and heard by others since the activity 
that corresponds to taking care of needs, namely labor, is a solitary activity.  
 This distinction between the public and the private is established by Arendt to 
provide a demarcation for human activities within the world and their designated 
spaces. One cannot call labor a political activity, since in laboring, one neither 
discloses the self (that is, establishes oneself as a distinct being) nor discloses the 
world (that is, how one perceives the world). While laboring, one is only busy with 
one’s individual needs and survival. Therefore, this activity will not be in the public 
eye. However, when one acts, carrying out praxis, one illuminates oneself as a 
distinct, unique being; one discloses oneself and one also discloses the world. This 
disclosure has to be debated and discussed with fellow human beings to become a 
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tangible reality. That is why praxis can only happen within the public realm, turning 
spaces into spaces of appearance.  
 The world in Arendt’s political theory, then, is prior and preparatory to politics. 
What does this entail? Arendt strongly emphasizes the importance of the material, 
human-made world – the work of homo faber – that gives human beings a stable, 
durable place to live (Arendt, 1998). Human-made things, as Arendt argues, outlive 
human beings; even when we leave the world, those things remain (Arendt, 1998). 
Arendt herself did not explicitly connect her ideas about the material world to her 
political theory, keeping the realms of homo faber and zoon politikon disconnected. 
However, her work contains implicit connections between the two domains: The 
political realm of zoon politikon takes shape in interaction with the material world of 
homo faber. Political action requires not only a human openness to plurality but also a 
material space for interaction, since zoon politikon has to appear in some material 
space. Therefore, I believe there is an interdependent relationship between zoon 
politikon and homo faber. In fact, the character of this material space explicitly helps to 
shape the ways humans do politics. As mentioned before, there are two types of end 
products of the work of homo faber, the material or physical products and the cultural 
or institutional products. Throughout her scholarship, Arendt focused on the 
influence of the cultural and institutional products of homo faber on zoon politikon. 
However, this does not mean that she did not also consider the influence of homo 
faber’s material and physical products. Can it be argued that Arendt recognizes the 
influence of material and physical human artifacts on political activity? In order to 
answer this question, below, I investigate two examples Arendt gives in The Human 
Condition. 

c. Is the World a Material Construct?  

In Arendt’s work, examples of material spaces are the political agora, the polis with its 
walls, or the table around which humans gather. These places help to shape how 
human beings can practice politics, because they organize how humans can experi-
ence and enact plurality. From the very beginning of The Human Condition, Arendt 
discusses the interdependent relationship between things and humans: 

The impact of the world’s reality upon human existence is felt and received as a condi-
tioning force. The objectivity of the world – its object or thing character – and the 
human condition supplement each other because human existence is conditioned exist-
ence, it would be impossible without things, and things would be a heap of unrelated 
articles, a non-world, if they were not the conditioners of human existence (Arendt, 
1998, p. 9).  
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Throughout The Human Condition (Arendt, 1998), Arendt often refers to the ancient 
Greek polis, as an ideal model for “political space.” Interestingly enough, she implic-
itly connects her ideas about the relations between humans and things to her ideas 
about the polis. At first glance, Arendt seems to downplay the physical properties of 
the polis, in order to focus on the content of political interaction rather than its 
context:  

The polis, properly speaking, is not the city-state in its physical location; it is the organiza-
tion of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking together, and its true space lies 
between people living together for this purpose, no matter where they happen to be … 
that action and speech create a space between the participants which can find its proper 
location almost any time and anywhere (Arendt, 1998, p. 198). 

Yet at the same time, she recognizes that this “space of appearance” always has a 
physical dimension: 

Action … is as though the wall of the polis and the boundaries of the law were drawn 
around an already existing public space which, however, without such stabilizing pro-
tection could not endure, could not survive the moment of action and speech itself 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 198). 

A public space requires “stabilizing protection” to “endure,” in Arendt’s view. The 
polis is a physical space of appearance where humans gather and interact, and this 
space, in order to be a public space, needs a demarcation: “the organization of polis 
is secured by the wall around the city…” (Arendt, 1998, p. 198). This demarcation 
distinguishes the public from the private sphere. The political life of zoon politikon 
requires the material infrastructure of the polis, created by homo faber. The walls of the 
polis thus organize the relations between human beings in such a way that a space for 
political interaction is created. In addition to walls, Arendt implicitly discusses a 
second material artifact that organizes the content and the context of political 
action: the table (Arendt, 1998). She argues that living together in the world means 
that there is a world of things “between” human beings who have the world in 
common: Things connect human beings to each other in specific ways (Arendt, 
1998). She writes:  

To live together in the world means essentially that a world of things is between those 
who have it in common, as a table located between those who sit around it, the world 
like every in-between relates and separates men at the same time (Arendt, 1998, p. 52). 
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Material things relate human beings to each other, as the example of a table illus-
trates: 

The public realm, as the common world, gathers us together and yet prevents our fall-
ing over each other so to speak. What makes mass society so difficult to bear is not the 
number of people involved, or at least not primarily, but the fact that the world between 
them lost its power to gather them together, to relate and to separate them. The weird-
ness of this situation resembles a spiritualistic séance where a number of people gathered 
around a table might suddenly, through some magic trick, see the table vanish from 
their midst, so that two persons sitting opposite each other were no longer separated but 
also would be entirely unrelated to each other by anything tangible (Arendt, 1998, p. 
52). 

If there were nothing tangible between individual human beings, the relations 
between them that make praxis possible would vanish. Material things organize 
relations of interaction. In the case of tables, it is even possible to study in detail what 
kinds of interaction specific table designs make possible. A square table organizes the 
interaction between people in a different way than a rectangular or a round table: 
The shape of the table helps to shape the distance between people, their orientation 
towards each other, and even the absence or presence of hierarchy in the interac-
tion. Tables mediate the ways in which people present themselves, behave, and 
interact. Arendt even uses a concept, interest, that connects “mediation” and 
“politics”: 

Action and speech go on between men, as they are directed toward them, and they re-
tain their agent-revealing capacity even if their content is exclusively “objective,” 
concerned with the matters of the world of things in which men move, which physically 
lies between them and out of which arise their specific, objective, worldly interests. 
These interests constitute, in the word’s most literal significance, something which interest, 
which lies between people and therefore can relate and bind them together. Most ac-
tion and speech is concerned with this in-between, which varies with each group of 
people, so that most words and deeds are about some worldly objective reality in addition 
to being a disclosure of the acting and speaking agent (Arendt, 1998, p. 182). 

The word “inter-est” literally means “what is in-between.” If politics is about 
interest, this notion should also include the material objects that are “between” 
people and that help to shape interpersonal relations. Worldly things, like tables, 
chairs, or mugs, can influence the content of praxis and speech because they relate 
human beings to one another. A table creates relations between people, not only by 
connecting them but also by separating them. The table becomes a thing in-
between. Arendt, however, uses these material artifacts metaphorically. She uses the 
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wall of the polis, the physical and material end product of homo faber, as a metaphor 
for a cultural and institutional end product, the law. The table, in the example, is 
used as a metaphor for a matter of concern. When we care about the world that we 
share with others, there are matters that concern the sustainability or the mainte-
nance of the world. These concerns are what relates us, since we care about the 
same matter, and these concerns are also what separates us, because we all have our 
individual perspectives on the matter.  
 The answer to the question, “Is the world that Arendt presents in her political 
theory a material construct?” is yes. The world consists of two types of end products 
of homo faber, but Arendt focuses on only one of these – the cultural or institutional 
products – in considering the ability to provide stability and durability to humans 
and to be the “in-between.” This does not nullify the claim that homo faber provides the 
potential space for praxis to appear. However, it is not possible to find evidence in 
Arendt’s work of homo faber’s material, physical aspect of the end product having 
influence on the potential of praxis to appear.  
 Arendt’s focus is praxis, the agent-revealing and world-revealing capacity every 
human Carries within themself. It is only through praxis that the world can be said to 
be disclosed as politically meaningful. Only our zoon politikon mode of being can 
Carry this activity out. Only through praxis can our human life, our human experi-
ence, leave a trace on this world, because only then can we both appropriate the 
world as meaningful and establish ourselves as authentic beings. That is why it is 
important for Arendt that the hierarchy and world-disclosing capacities of different 
activities are maintained and that these activities are not confused with one another. 
Each of the activities discloses the world in a different way. Each of them is prepara-
tory to authentic human existence, when each human as a free agent engages in 
political discourse among a diversity of perspectives. In the first chapter, I showed 
that Plato, by replacing praxis with poiesis, caused politics to be treated in terms of “in 
order to” relations. The problem occurs, for Arendt, when the world as it appears to 
homo faber becomes the only way in which the world can disclose itself. As has been 
mentioned before, Arendt has no quarrel with utilitarian and instrumental thinking 
about the world, since homo faber-ness and the activity of fabrication necessitate that 
form of disposition. However, this form of appearance of the world is preparatory 
and a priori for the world to appear in the manner of politics – that is, to disclose 
itself as politically meaningful. Therefore, poiesis – that is, fabrication or work itself – 
does not have a political quality per se, but it is closely related to politics because 
poiesis is the architect of the stage for praxis. In the upcoming section, I show that 
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Arendt, while celebrating the human capacity of fabrication and artificiality, is 
critical of its result: modern technologies. 

3.3. Technology in Arendt’s Work  

As mentioned, Arendt has no quarrel with fabrication (poiesis) and acknowledges 
material artifice as valuable in world-making. In that sense, the material end results 
of the work of homo faber (such as roads and buildings) and the cultural end results of 
homo faber (like stories and art works) are celebrated by Arendt. The problem, for 
Arendt, is modern technology. In this section, I argue that Arendt’s criticism of 
modern technology stems from her observation that it changes the hierarchy among 
the activities that make up vita activa, causing labor to be the highest activity, rather 
than action. I show that the end result of this change within vita activa is that humans 
become alienated from the world to which they once were strongly attached, and 
they become concerned more about their own needs. Finally, because of the reasons 
outlined above, Arendt believes that modern technology enables the creation of 
mass society and thus leads to the creation of the social realm, which is neither 
private nor public. (Arendt,1998) 
 Canovan (1994) argues that the artificial character of the human capacity of 
fabrication always has a positive connotation for Arendt. Acknowledging the truth of 
this observation does not, however, contradict the fact that Arendt is strongly critical 
about modern scientific and technological developments (Canovan, 1994). Accord-
ing to Canovan, this strong criticism stems from Arendt’s conviction that the 
modern artificial world has lost its true value of durability and its fitness to house 
mankind (Canovan, 1994). Arendt’s scholarship specifically addresses only a handful 
of technologies, for example the telescope, Sputnik, flying technologies, and the 
atomic bomb. (Arendt, 1998) While the individual technologies she assesses in her 
work are diverse, the vantage point of her assessment is the same.  
 The Human Condition opens with sharp criticism of the modern technological 
developments Arendt observed in her time. In the book’s prologue, Arendt analyzes 
Sputnik, which she describes as “an earth-bound object” (Arendt, 1998, p. 1). She 
continues:  

This event, second in importance to no other, not even to the splitting of the atom, 
would have been greeted with unmitigated joy if it had not been for the uncomfortable 
military and political circumstances attending it. But, curiously enough, this joy was not 
triumphal; it was not pride or awe at the tremendousness of human power and mastery 
which rilled the hearts of men, who now, when they looked up from the earth toward 
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the skies, could behold there a thing of their own making. The immediate reaction, ex-
pressed on the spur of the moment, was relief about the first “step toward escape from 
men’s imprisonment to the earth” (Arendt, 1998, p. 1). 

Arendt does not see as negative the fact that human beings were able to send a 
satellite into outer space; rather, this event was one of the most important events of 
the 20th century, since for the first time, mankind was able to look at the “earth from 
a cosmic perspective” (Arendt, 1998, p. XV). Arendt’s discontent is highlighted by 
her quotation from one of Russia’s great scientists: the launch represented “escape 
from men’s imprisonment to the earth” (Arendt, 1998, p. 1). Arendt sees this will to 
escape the earth as the result of rapid scientific advancement, during which science 
accomplished things that humans had not been capable of imagining, and human 
beings not only had to rapidly adjust to those developments but were also outpaced 
by them (Arendt, 1998). This quotation, for Arendt, is representative of the mindset 
of her fellow humans at the time, which she found extremely problematic. To 
understand Arendt’s discontent with human enthusiasm at the promise of an escape 
from earth-bound imprisonment, it is necessary to first understand her distinction 
between the earth and the world.  

3.3.1. The Earth of Animal Laborans and the World of Homo Faber  

Canovan argues that Arendt points to a world–earth distinction in order to discern 
two realms, one representing the “home that men have made for themselves” to live 
in, and the other representing “the natural environment which they belong to” as 
biological creatures (Canovan, 1994, p. 106). For Arendt, there are two aspects of 
human beings. On the one hand, we are biological creatures with biological needs 
like other animal species (Canovan, 1994, p. 106). Humans, like all other animals, 
are a part of nature and bound to its cyclical structure: we are born, we live, and we 
die (Canovan, 1994, p. 106). Yet human beings also intervene into nature and 
construct a “world of their own over and above the natural earth” (Canovan, 1994, 
p. 106). Humans live on earth, and they erect a world from it by intervening in it. 
Thus, the world, which humans constructed themselves, is not the natural earth.  
 In the previous chapter, I clarified the distinctions Arendt makes between 
different human activities and their corresponding conditions of human life. The 
distinction between the earth and the world Arendt makes also corresponds to the 
distinction she makes between the human condition of labor and the human condi-
tion of work.  
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Labor, as already mentioned, corresponds to the cyclical nature of human existence: 
in life, a person wakes up, eats, sleeps, and does the same again and again until their 
life ends. In short, labor corresponds to the life process itself, and it is concerned with 
consumption to sustain life. According to Arendt, the survival of humans depends on 
their animal quality of sustaining life. Arendt says that life  

is a process that everywhere uses up durability, wears it down, makes it disappear, until 
eventually dead matter, the result of small, single, cyclical, life processes, returns into the 
over-all gigantic circle of nature herself, where no beginning and no end exist and where 
all natural things swing in changeless, deathless repetition (Arendt, 1998, p. 96). 

Nature, the source of everything, is the main source of labor and consumption for 
Arendt. However, human life is not only about survival, and it is not only experi-
enced in the mode of animal laborans. According to Arendt, 

If nature and the earth generally constitute the condition of human life, then the world 
and the things of the world constitute the condition under which this specifically human 
life can be at home on earth … The world, the man-made home erected on earth and 
made of the material which earthly nature delivers into human hands, consists not of 
things that are consumed but of things that are used (Arendt, 1998, pp. 135–136).  

Arendt portrays the distinction she makes between the earth and the world clearly: 
The earth is what is natural, and the world is the product of human hands; the earth 
consists of things to be consumed, and the world consists of things that are used. As 
mentioned before, it is only through work, the human activity that corresponds to 
the human condition of worldliness, that the natural earth becomes “the world.” 
While doing the activity of work, humans are homo faber, fabricating a variety of 
things, and these things constitute the human artifice (Arendt, 1998, p. 136). When 
humans are homo faber, they have certain attributes that homo faber-ness necessitates. 
According to Arendt, these attributes are instrumentalization, reliance on tools and 
productivity, thinking only in terms of means–ends categorization, conviction that 
everything can be solved, reduction of every human motivation to utility, having a 
sovereign attitude that views all nature as materials and nature as something to be 
manipulated and exhausted, equating intelligence with ingenuity, and discontent 
with all thought that doesn’t serve a purpose for fabrication – that is, creating a tool 
to create a tool indefinitely (Arendt, 1998, pp. 305–306). Furthermore, Arendt 
argues that a feature inherent in work is reification, which she describes as manipu-
lating and destroying whenever necessary to Carry out the activity. This interference 
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with nature has always taken the form of destruction when humans are in the mode 
of homo faber, according to Arendt (1998, p. 139).  
 When we humans are Carrying out the activity of work, this is how our existence 
takes shape, and it is actually necessary that we exist in this manner. The activity of 
“work, fabrication or making” necessitates instrumental, utilitarian thinking, think-
ing in terms of means–ends categorization, and all the other attributes of homo faber. 
Work, for Arendt, entails a “utilitarian mentality, an inability to think and judge a 
thing apart from its function or utility” (Arendt, 2006a, p. 212). This utility, accord-
ing to Villa, is a mode of understanding the world, and it is in the nature of homo faber 
to employ this mode of understanding (Villa, 1995, p. 137). According to Villa, 
Arendt observes in homo faber a pervasive “ontological pre-comprehension” (Villa, 
1995, p. 138) towards the world. Because of that precomprehension, the world can 
only open itself up to homo faber in terms of utility; every possible meaning of every 
possible appearance is grasped within the relation of “in order to” (Villa, 1995, p. 
138). One has this disposition as homo faber, because then one is Carrying out work or 
fabrication. Fabrication is realized with the guidance of a model or image, which 
does not disappear with the end product, but stays intact for future processes of 
fabrication (Arendt, 1998). Arendt calls these future processes of fabrication from the 
same model multiplication. This multiplication is not mere repetition, because it 
“multiplies something that already possesses a relatively stable and relatively perma-
nent existence in the world” (Arendt, 1998, p.142). The activity of work itself, 
however, has both a definite beginning and a predictable end, and for Arendt, this is 
the most important feature of fabrication (Arendt, 1998). Because of this predictable 
end, work is reliable, and it is reversible, since humans also have the capacity to 
destroy everything that they produced (Arendt, 1998).  
 According to Arendt, because homo faber creates durable, tangible things that can 
be destroyed but are meant to stay, even after the death of their creator, this gives 
these durable things an objective character: Once made, they assume relative 
independence from their creator (Arendt, 1998, p. 137). With its durability, the 
human artifice interrupts the cyclical movement of nature. When we “work,” we 
create something out of what exists in nature, and we interrupt its cyclical move-
ment, leaving something durable and stable behind. These objective and durable 
creations of work constitute the human-made world and function for “stabilizing the 
human life” (Arendt, 1998, p. 137). For Arendt, the objectivity of these creations 
“lies in the fact that … men, their ever-changing nature notwithstanding, can 
retrieve their sameness, that is their identity, by being related to the same chair and 
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same table” (Arendt, 1998, p. 137). The world’s objectivity provides a realm for 
people to express their subjectivity by having the same kind of bond with the same 
thing. In other words, adds Arendt, 

against the subjectivity of men stands the objectivity of the man-made world rather than 
the sublime indifference of an untouched nature, whose overwhelming elementary 
force, on the contrary, will compel them to swing relentlessly in the circle of their own 
biological movement, which fits so closely into the over-all cyclical movement of na-
ture’s household (Arendt, 1998, p. 137). 

The world protects humans from the cyclical movement of nature by being some-
thing permanent and allows them to look upon nature as something “objective” 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 137). If there were no permanent place for humans to express their 
subjectivity and to be protected from nature, there would be no space for them to 
create a life story of their own for others to hear after their death. Without a world 
between humans and nature, humans would simply exit this world as biological 
creatures, would have no distinct traits attributed to them, and would not be able to 
leave a trace behind. Arendt says: “… without being at home in the midst of things 
whose durability makes them fit for use and for erecting a world whose very perma-
nence stands in direct contrast to life, this life would never be human” (Arendt, 
1998, p. 135). 
 In sum, by making a distinction between the earth and the world, between the 
dispositions of animal laborans and homo faber, Arendt points out the biological condi-
tions we share with all the species of the earth and the artificial conditions we create 
to distinguish ourselves. For Arendt, both the world and the earth are important for 
human life. The scientific and technological advancements she observed in her time, 
though, were challenging the distinctions she presented. Scientists taking the first 
“step toward escape from men’s imprisonment to the earth” (Arendt, 1998, p.1) 
points to a very strong will that can annihilate all human life, according to Arendt. 
She says  

The earth is the very quintessence of the human condition, and earthly nature, for all 
we know, may be unique in the universe in providing human beings with a habitat in 
which they can move and breathe without effort and without artifice. The human arti-
fice of the world separates human existence from all mere animal environment, but life 
itself is outside this artificial world, and through life man remains related to all other liv-
ing organisms. For some time now, a great many scientific endeavors have been 
directed toward making life also “artificial,” toward cutting the last tie through which 
even man belongs among the children of nature. It is the same desire to escape from 
imprisonment to the earth that is manifest in the attempt to create life in the test tube … 
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and “to alter [their] size, shape and function”; and the wish to escape the human condi-
tion, I suspect, also underlies the hope to extend man’s life-span far beyond the 
hundred-year limit. This future man, whom the scientists tell us they will produce in no 
more than a hundred years, seems to be possessed by a rebellion against human exist-
ence as it has been given, a free gift from nowhere (secularly speaking), which he wishes 
to exchange, as it were, for something he has made himself. There is no reason to doubt 
our abilities to accomplish such an exchange, just as there is no reason to doubt our pre-
sent ability to destroy all organic life on earth. The question is only whether we wish to 
use our new scientific and technical knowledge in this direction, and this question can-
not be decided by scientific means; it is a political question of the first order and 
therefore can hardly be left to the decision of professional scientists or professional politi-
cians (Arendt, 1998, pp. 2–3). 

Even though Arendt celebrates the artificial human life that work represents, a truly 
artificial life would, she argues, cut humans’ ties to their humanness. A completely 
artificial life is a major sign of danger for Arendt, since she believes such a develop-
ment event would cause a dramatic change in the way in which we live.  
 As mentioned before, Arendt values both animal laborans and homo faber in their 
corresponding activities: labor and work. The problem, for Arendt, emerges when 
these activities are intermingled with one another without a clear distinction be-
tween them. It is important to remind the reader that Arendt positions these 
activities relative to human dispositions towards the world. Each disposition is 
connected with an activity, a perspective towards the world, and a realm where it is 
appropriate for this activity to take place. This is the reason behind the hierarchy of 
activities within vita activa. The advent of modern technology, automation, and 
machinery, and the accompanying new mindset of humans, caused a change in the 
hierarchy of the activities within vita activa, according to Arendt. She calls the end 
result of the change in the hierarchy of the activities within vita activa world aliena-
tion. 

3.3.2. World Alienation  

In The Human Condition (Arendt, 1998), Arendt claims – contrary to Marx – that it is 
world alienation, “not self-alienation, that is the hallmark of the modern age”32 

___________________________________________________________________ 
32  Marx’s alienation theory is close to Arendt’s reading of capitalism and its alienating impact, but 

Arendt’s criticism of Marx remains intact. According to Arendt, Marx, like others, considered the 
things that we create as durable, tangible things that stabilize our lives and have an objective 
character as parts of our economy, as things to be bartered and exchanged. For Arendt, because of 
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(Arendt, 1998, p. 254). World alienation, for Arendt, is the loss of what is common 
to all humans, and modernity is the cause of world alienation. Modern technological 
and scientific developments have transformed the ontological question that humans 
ask about the world, from “What is this?” into “What is this for?” (Tijmes, 1992). As 
discussed above, this is the mentality of homo faber. The more technological and 
scientific advancements humankind has had, according to Arendt, the more humans 
have become concerned with the latter question. Tijmes (1992, p. 392) also argues 
that Arendt’s concept of world alienation is mainly about humans’ detachment from 
their artificial inheritance, the world (Tijmes,1992, p. 392). The accumulation of the 
end products of homo faber, the world, has lost its capacity to be the “in-between” that 
relates and separates us, because human experiences “have been reduced to subjec-
tive, private ones” (Tijmes, 1992, p. 392). With the beginning of the modern age, 
Arendt believes the hierarchy of the activities within vita activa started undergoing a 
radical upheaval. Action, which was the highest form of activity, first lost its rank to 
work (fabrication), and this loss was followed by labor assuming the highest rank 
among the activities.  
 Arendt starts to unravel this reversal within vita activa by explaining the victory of 
homo faber, since for her, homo faber was the first to triumph in this upheaval. The 
work of homo faber was valuable because its expertise – the creativity and talent to 
turn what is natural into objects – was essential to trap nature and make experiments 
(Canovan, 1994). The problem here, according to Arendt, is not that homo faber 
creates worldly objects – since that is what homo faber does to provide a stable and 
durable environment for humans – but rather that there is a new world view in 
which homo faber repeats this creation of objects endlessly where there is no use for 
them. The concern of homo faber stops being about the ideas, models, or shapes to 
come, and instead is about the process in which these artifacts are realized (Arendt, 
1998). Villa argues that “the universalization of homo faber’s instrumentalizing mode 
of comportment – the drawing of everything within the horizon of means and ends – 
creates the conditions under the pressing needs of life channeled into the public 
sphere” (Villa, 1995, p.145-146).  
 As mentioned before, homo faber, according to Arendt, is utilitarian and manipu-
lates nature, producing and creating materials from it, and the value of these 

 
this perception, Marx remains confined to the modern age’s extreme subjectivism, because he 
attributes the same values to things as to owners of the capital (Arendt, 1998, p. 254). For more on 
Marx’s alienation theory, see Marx (1972).  
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products could only be measured in terms of their utility. However, in the new world 
view, this concept of valuing things according to their utility was transferred to 
valuing the process that brings these objects into being, and this mindset became the 
perspective ruling how one perceives the world itself.  
 If, Arendt continues, these worldly objects are not valued in terms of their 
usefulness but as the unintended results of a production process, then the end result 
of the production process (the product itself) loses all its meaning (Arendt, 1998). 
This leads to a new definition of homo faber as the builder of human artifice who 
accidentally invents tools (without having the intention of creating them), rather 
than being homo faber, the maker of objects. As Tijmes argues, for Arendt, the world 
that we create as a result of our work, in our modern times, no longer represents for 
us the “the touchstone of reality” (Tijmes, 1992, p. 392).  
 If this principle of the utility of homo faber is applied not to the worldly objects but 
to the production process, the definition of what is useful shifts towards things that 
stimulate productivity and decrease pain and effort. This creates a shift in our 
understanding of the world as well. Homo faber becomes fulfilled by the endeavor of 
creating for the sake of creating, rather than creating for something, creating “in 
order to.” Arendt says,  

Only in a strictly anthropocentric world, where the user, that is, man himself, becomes 
the ultimate end which puts a stop to the unending chain of ends and means, can utility 
as such acquire the dignity of meaningfulness. Yet the tragedy is that in the moment ho-
mo faber seems to have found fulfilment in terms of his own activity, he begins to degrade 
the world of things, the end and end product of his own mind and hands; if man the us-
er is the highest end, “the measure of all things,” then not only nature, treated by homo 
faber as the almost “worthless material” upon which to work, but the “valuable” things 
themselves have become mere means, losing thereby their own intrinsic “value”  
(Arendt, 1998, p. 155). 

Thus, homo faber, starts considering human beings as the measure of all things, rather 
than maintaining a holistic perspective of the world as a whole. The standard 
measurement shifts from utility, in the sense of being useful for something, to 
happiness, “that is, the amount of pain and pleasure experienced in the production 
or consumption of things” (Arendt, 1998, p. 309). This leads to a translation of homo 
faber’s values into the values of animal laborans: The subjective experiences, the pain 
and pleasure of humans, what humans want only for themselves and what they need 
“becomes the highest good” (Canovan, 1994, p. 153).  
 The victory of animal laborans, according to Arendt, was not only caused by new 
scientific developments or Cartesian doubt but also by the influence of Christianity. 
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Cartesian doubt caused humans to doubt even their own existence, and humans 
were withdrawn from the world itself. When such a withdrawal is combined with a 
concept of eternal life – the life beyond the world – appropriated from Christianity, 
then the immortality that humans seek with their public performance of deeds and 
public speaking of words loses all its value. Thus, action loses its highest rank within 
the hierarchy of vita activa, and animal laborans declares its victory (Canovan, 1994). 
 Where, then, does this bring the discussion to? The victory of animal laborans 
brought about the last stage of the laboring society, the society of jobholders (Cano-
van, 1994). The problem with the victory of animal laborans, according to Arendt, is 
that labor is an anti-political activity. While laboring, humans are neither with the 
world nor with one another but alone with their own bodies, taking care of necessi-
ties. Animal laborans is of course living in a world where others are present, but one 
cannot call this human plurality; it is rather like being in the company of friends, 
enjoying leisure time together (Arendt, 1998). Laboring is the same for all, and a 
society where everybody labors and consumes leads to an “experience of laboring 
together, where the biological rhythm of labor unites the group of laborers to the 
point that each may feel that he is no longer an individual but actually one with all 
others” (Arendt, 1998, p. 214). In the society of animal laborans, all individuality is 
submerged in the “over-all life process of the species” (Canovan, 1994, p. 153). With 
the victory of animal laborans, where there is no plurality but sameness, Arendt’s 
biggest fear, mass society, comes into existence. 
 I have outlined that Arendt believes world alienation to be the end result of 
modern technological artifice. I do not want to claim that Arendt was against any 
technological progress, but she was obviously discontented with the mindset that 
enabled the technological developments she observed in her time. To Arendt, the 
problem is not only the technological products of her time but the fact that these 
products no longer have the worldly capacity of human artifice. They are created to 
make the life of animal laborans easy, to make animal laborans consume, and to keep 
humans in the mode of animal laborans so that they do not act within the world. The 
more the needs of animal laborans are satisfied, the more humans will lose their care 
for the world and replace it with care for the self. This, for Arendt, is worldlessness, 
which brings with it a realm of human life that blurs all the distinctions between 
human activities and their corresponding realms.  
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3.3.3. Worldlessness and the Social Realm  

According to Arendt, when animal laborans assumes the highest rank within the 
activities of vita activa, humans become worldless. The worldlessness of animal laborans, 
Arendt says, is a condition in which humans are “imprisoned in the privacy of their 
body” (Arendt, 1998, p. 118), all activities being subsumed to taking care of their 
needs. When humans are in the mode of animal laborans, their activities remain 
private; they do not need the existence of others to do what is necessary to take care 
of their own needs. But the mode of animal laborans, or Carrying out labor, cannot be 
our only mode of existence. “To live an entirely private life” (Arendt, 1998, p. 58), 
Arendt says, means being deprived of the objective relationship that we have with 
others while Carrying out praxis (action). In a society of animal laborans, the world 
stops being a realm that relates and separates us from others, since we are deprived 
of the “intermediary of a common world of things” (Arendt, 1998, p. 58). The 
collective existence of these individuals leading private lives, and thus living only 
within the mode of animal laborans, is described by Arendt as mass society. This mass 
society exists in what Arendt calls “the social realm” or simply “the social” (pp. 38–
40, 45, 209, 257).  
 The social realm is the end result of private matters making room for themselves 
in the political arena with the result that people’s talk becomes entirely concerned 
with such private matters. According to Arendt, society, “always demands that its 
members act as though they were members of one enormous family which has only 
one opinion and one demand” (Arendt, 1998, p. 39). This kind of behavior, which 
Arendt calls conformity of opinions and demands, was present in the family, which 
was in the realm of the private. With the rise of the social, appearing as a distinct, 
unique human being became a private matter. Thus, the driving motive of action, 
which is realizing one’s own self by appearing in public with public speaking of 
words and public performance of deeds, has been replaced by private interests, 
which are temporary and limited to the life of the human being.  
 As already indicated, for Arendt, the rise of the social was fostered by the 
modern industrial revolution. (Arendt, 1998) The entrance of economic concerns 
into the public realm inevitably overwhelmed the matters people were concerned 
with. In this sense, Pitkin (1998) argues that Arendt’s understanding of  

….the social realm seems to involve the development of a complex economy: trade, 
money, division of labor, a market system, and eventually the extensive, centralized, in-
tricate network of production and exchange of our time in which people are profoundly 
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interdependent, yet no one is in charge, outcomes being determined, as we say, by ‘the 
market’”33 (Pitkin, 1998, p. 11). 

Certain groups of people lost their privately owned place in the world, and this 
situation exposed people to the most urgent needs of life, namely labor (Arendt, 
1998). When this labor was discovered to be something that can also be turned into 
an accumulation of wealth and capital, this caused the inevitable rise of capitalism 
(Arendt, 1998). The laboring class, since their whole existence was reduced to the 
worries of immediate needs, became alienated from other worries, such as care for 
the world (Arendt, 1998). For Arendt, it was Max Weber who made the most 
accurate discovery of the origins of capitalism, demonstrating that “an enormous, 
strictly mundane activity is possible without any care for or enjoyment of the world 
whatever, an activity whose deepest motivation, on the contrary, is worry and care 
about the self” (Arendt, 1998, p. 254). However, this is not the only feature of the 
social realm. Aside from bringing private concerns to public light, the social also 
creates a new form of living together in the world, and Arendt calls this form 
“society” or “mass society” (Pitkin, 1998). 
 Mass society34 consists of individuals who are only concerned about their own life 
processes, and the world appears as a realm in which people behave the same, need 
the same things, and display their private concerns out in the open. The public 
realm is no longer a space of appearance, being reduced to a space of sameness.  
 Society, for Arendt, is the accumulation of private individuals concerned with 
their own needs. The private individuals in society do not coexist, although they are 
dependent on one another to be able to pursue their individual goals and aims. This 
codependence rather than coexistence of human beings is what makes Arendt 
believe humans are losing the room to act politically, and their disposition towards 
the world manifests itself in the form of taking care of needs.35 If a concern does not 
refer to taking care of some form of need, it is not relevant for society. This category 
of needs, according to Arendt, has a wide spectrum that can cover almost all forms 

___________________________________________________________________ 
33  Pitkin also argues that “Arendt never advocates dismantling our economy, abolishing trade and 

money and reverting to household production for use” (Pitkin, 1998, p. 12).  
34  The terms mass society and society in Arendt’s terminology are two words defining one thing: a 

homogeneous group of people who are alienated from the world and only concerned with 
themselves. Thus the terms mass society and society are used interchangeably in this dissertation.  

35  Arendt’s italics. 
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of public services, such as providing health care and maintenance of public transpor-
tation, or basic human needs such as food and shelter.  
 Adequate housing, for example, according to Arendt, is not a political matter but 
rather a social matter, an obvious need that should be fulfilled: Every human being 
should have the possibility to put a roof over their head, and there is no debate to be 
had about this.36 Moreover, needs are “coercive” in nature (Schaap, 2010) They 
refer to inclinations directed at survival and, therefore, do not belong to the realm of 
the political37 (Schaap, 2010). Arendt’s conception of “needs” can be further clari-
fied by her reading of the 1789 French Revolution, which she sees as driven by a 
necessity, namely eradicating poverty. She argues:  

Poverty is more than deprivation, it is a state of constant want and acute misery whose 
ignominy consists in its dehumanizing force; poverty is abject because it puts men under 
the absolute dictate of their bodies, that is, under the absolute dictate of necessity … 
when they (the poor) appeared on the scene of politics, necessity appeared with them, 
and the result was that … freedom had to be surrendered to necessity, to the urgency of 
life process itself (Arendt, 2006b, p. 50). 

What this quotation shows is that, once our physical needs are not met due to 
poverty, we cannot be driven by anything but the dictate of satisfying those needs. 
This dictate does not allow us to develop other and different dispositions towards the 
world beyond our pursuit of food; the pursuit of food becomes our only disposition. 
All our actions and the way we think become dependent on this need. Moreover, for 
Arendt, the French Revolution did not overcome the “need disposition,” which is 
also reflected in the focus on “need” in the public realm in our current situation in 
politics today. Although the poor became wealthy, public debates have not pro-
gressed beyond the “motive of need.” The oppressed 

did not become men of leisure whose actions were prompted by a desire to excel, but 
succumbed to the boredom of vacant time, and while they too developed a taste for 
“consideration and congratulation”, they were content to get these “goods” as cheaply 
as possible, that is, they eliminated the passion for distinction and excellence that can 
exert itself only in the broad daylight of public. The end of government remained for 
them self-preservation that “it is a principal end of government to regulate (the passion 

___________________________________________________________________ 
36  For an extensive reading of Arendt’s response to the question of adequate housing, see Hill (1979) 

and Bernstein (1986).  
37  While acknowledging the significance of the demarcation between the social and the political, I do 

not wholeheartedly exclude the social from the political.  
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for distinction)” has not even become a matter of controversy, it is simply forgotten. In-
stead of entering the marketplace, where excellence can shine, they preferred, as it were, 
to throw open their private houses in “conspicuous consumption”, to display their 
wealth and to show what, by its very nature, is not fit to be seen by all (Arendt, 2006b, p. 
60). 

What Arendt criticizes is not only that consumption itself has become a need, but 
also that it has become a need to show others that one can consume (Arendt, 2006b). 
Instead of going beyond “need as basic motive,” the people who overcame poverty 
found new and different needs, which became the sole concern of current politics in 
our consumer society; politics has become solving economic and financial problems 
– in one word: administration. Arendt’s distinction between the political and the 
social indicates a certain order: If we want to engage in political interaction, “we first 
need to be liberated from nature by satisfying our biological needs for food, shelter 
and so on” (Schaap, 2010, p. 159). Arendt does not mean by this that people in 
poverty or hunger should not be allowed to enter into a public debate, but rather 
that fulfilling those needs should not be the subject of the debate. For Arendt, 
biological needs and poverty are examples of coercive conditions that cannot be 
transcended or overcome.  
 Her main aim in distinguishing the social from the political is to demarcate a 
political realm that is not dictated by needs but in which there is freedom from 
needs. According to Schaap (2010), for Arendt, any social movement or collective 
organization that concerns itself with satisfying needs should be considered as 
nonpolitical (Schaap, 2010). For Schaap, this also implies that questions of social 
justice are not political issues, since they too belong to this category of needs 
(Schaap, 2010). A further consequence of the rise of the social realm, for Arendt, is 
that “our capacity for action and speech has lost much of its former quality since the 
rise of the social realm banished these into the sphere of the intimate and the 
private” (Arendt, 1998, p. 49). Thus, according to Arendt, in the turn to modernity, 
the political (which she reserves for the human capacity for action and speech) is 
absorbed by the social.  
 It is clear that Arendt finds modern artifice, and the accompanying mindset that 
enables it, problematic. For Arendt, the technological advances of the modern age 
bring with them what she calls “world alienation,” which she defines as humans’ 
estrangement from the world they live in. This, according to Arendt, is caused by 
producing things rather than erecting a world. Homo faber, the fabricator of things, 
creates material artifacts for the use of human beings. These objects come together, 
and they make up the world we live in. The individual buildings make up a neigh-
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borhood that houses various human beings, another building becomes the city hall, 
another space becomes a theater, and so on. With modern artifice, however, Arendt 
claims that the material objects are there only to be consumed and discarded.  
 When one reads Arendt’s equation of modern scientific and technological 
advancements with world alienation, it becomes hard to separate her views from 
those of classical philosophers of technology. According to Verbeek (2005), these 
classical philosophers present a standard picture of technology (Verbeek, 2005, p. 2) 
that depicts it 

as a radically transformative power that estranges human beings from themselves, from 
each other, and from reality itself. Technological culture is seen as transforming human 
beings into cogs in a social machine, and as transforming reality into raw material that 
can only be approached via domination and control (Verbeek, 2005, p. 3). 

It should not be surprising that Arendt presents modern technology in accordance 
with this standard picture. After all, she was the student of both Karl Jaspers (2014) 
and Martin Heidegger (1962), who – Verbeek claims – evidently subscribed to this 
standard “classical conception of technology” (Verbeek, 2005, pp. 3–10).  
 According to Verbeek, Jaspers argues that technology’s influence on human 
existence is transformative in the sense that it creates large-scale “mass rule,” 
fostering mass production and mass culture while promoting “an entirely new way 
of existence in an entirely new material environment” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 10). Like 
Arendt, Jaspers perceives technology as bringing about alienation for humans, both 
from themselves and from the world (Verbeek, 2005, p. 10). For Jaspers, this is the 
end of authenticity, and to overcome this loss of authenticity, humans need to realize 
the instrumental nature of technologies: They are means to achieve goals that 
humans set for themselves (Verbeek, 2005, p.10). The more humans perceive 
technology as instrumental, the less the humanness of humans will be threatened by 
technology. Compared to Jaspers, Heidegger is more focused on analyzing the role 
of technology in the relation between humans and the world (Verbeek, 2005, p. 10). 
In that sense, according to Verbeek, Heidegger perceives technology as a “particular 
manner of approaching reality” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 10) with which humans seek to 
dominate, control, and manipulate the world (Verbeek, 2005, p. 10). Both these 
approaches to technology, however, were objects of criticism. Verbeek (2005) argues 
that classical philosophers of technology painted a rather pessimistic picture while 
perceiving technology “with a capital T, leaving no room for different kinds of 
descriptions of different kinds of technologies” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 4). Verbeek here 
claims that, rather than focusing on individual technologies and trying to understand 
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their specific applications (Verbeek, 2005, p. 5), classical philosophers of technology 
perceived technology in terms of “what must be presupposed in order for it to be 
possible” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 7). Instead of focusing on what technologies are making 
possible, classical philosophers of technology adopted a backward perspective in an 
attempt to grasp what made the technologies we have possible (Verbeek, 2005, p. 7). 
According to Verbeek, 

Classical philosophy of technology prestructured its analysis in such a way that it could 
not but discover alienation. It failed to see that the diagnosis that technology presupposes a 
dominating manner of thinking or a functional orientation of social life does not neces-
sarily imply that dealing with concrete technologies can only produce this domination and 
functionalism (Verbeek, 2005, pp. 7–8). 

The criticism Verbeek makes of both Jaspers and Heidegger is applicable to Arendt 
too. The main problem with Arendt’s analysis of modern technology is that she 
situates technologies within the realm of the social and its accompanying mode of 
worldlessness. I believe that Arendt takes a limited approach towards her own 
insight into the work of homo faber. In her reading, modern technology becomes 
detrimental to politics. I argue that Arendt left the work of homo faber underdevel-
oped in her characterization of the world itself and began to be more concerned 
with the loss of the world. She herself situates worldliness as the accompanying 
disposition to homo faber. In Arendt’s hierarchy of vita activa, homo faber creates artifacts 
so that zoon politikon can appear and flourish. These material objects are produced for 
humans to use and make sense of, to value them and appropriate them. The world-
in-common allows people to join together in action and speech, but it also allows 
people to distinguish themselves and be recognized as distinct individuals who share 
the world with their fellow human beings. Modernity, for Arendt, makes the end 
result of work lose its meaning and value. This belief makes Arendt limit technology 
(an example of material artifice) to its conditions of possibility. However, I propose 
to take Arendt’s analysis of the cultural end products of homo faber, like stories and art 
works, as a point of departure, rather than her limited reading of technologies. I 
argue that once unpacked, Arendt’s description of stories and art works can guide us 
towards an interaction-based politics of technology. 

3.4. Cultural Products of Homo Faber  

In this section, I show that Arendt does not consider all end results of poiesis as 
irrelevant to politics. I use three steps to argue that, for Arendt, the cultural products 
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of homo faber not only stabilize the appearance of praxis retroactively but also influ-
ence the further appearance of praxis proactively. First, I show that for Arendt, 
common sense is the accumulation of the records of the temporary appearances of 
praxis. Second, following Arendt’s own examples, I show that the cultural products of 
homo faber – as in stories or theater plays– are the embodiment of the common sense 
of their time of creation. This, I show in the third step, proves that these cultural 
products of homo faber not only stabilize the appearance of praxis, by turning it into 
these products, but also inspire further appearances of praxis, because these cultural 
products are an embodiment of the meaning that the world has been given at their 
time of creation. 

3.4.1. Coproduction of Common Sense and Remembrance  

As mentioned before, praxis almost always assumes a common reference point 
between acting agents, which is the world – in other words, a shared common world 
that relates us to and separates us from other acting beings. This common world, as 
mentioned, is the accumulation of the creations of homo faber, whether cultural and 
institutional or physical and material. This implies that praxis is dependent on the 
products of homo faber, because without the common world as a common reference 
point that is stable, durable, and objective, we would not be able to grasp how 
humans are related to and separated from one another. In Arendt’s words,  

Action and speech go on between men, as they are directed toward them, and they re-
tain their agent-revealing capacity even if their content is exclusively “objective,” 
concerned with the matters of the world of things in which men move, which physically 
lies between them and out of which arise their specific, objective, worldly interests. 
These interests constitute, in the word’s most literal significance, something which interest, 
which lies between people and therefore can relate and bind them together. Most ac-
tion and speech is concerned with this in-between, which varies with each group of 
people, so that most words and deeds are about some worldly objective reality in addition 
to being a disclosure of the acting and speaking agent (Arendt, 1998, p. 182). 

This quotation reiterates that our common intersubjective world is what creates a 
sense of togetherness through relating and separating us at the same time. Arendt’s 
words, however, also simultaneously show that what the world means depends on 
acting agents who constantly reveal how the world makes sense to them. Because of 
our amor mundi, we also want to maintain this world, not only as a space that houses 
our authentic appearance, as individuals and as a community, but also as a space for 
generations to come. As Arendt puts it, “men initially entered the public realm 
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because they wanted something of their own or something they had in common with 
others to be more permanent than their earthly lives” (Arendt, 1998, p. 55). She also 
highlights the necessity of maintaining the world as inclusive of public spaces for 
future generations, because “if the world is to contain a public space, it cannot be 
erected for one generation and planned for the living only” (Arendt, 1998, p. 55). 
This begs the question of how this maintenance of the public space for future 
generations is to be done. Is it not common sense that discloses and at the same time 
maintains the world? (Borren, 2013). If we accept this, which I have been assuming 
until now that we do, then would it not be fair to say that it is common sense that 
maintains the meaningful appearances of praxis by being an accumulation of the 
records of these temporary appearances? Would it be too far-fetched, then, if I claim 
that it is poiesis, the work of homo faber, that records these temporal appearances of 
praxis? If common sense is the basis for our preliminary understanding of the world, 
through which we can interpret and understand what the world means for us and 
share that meaning with our fellow human beings, and if common sense is the 
accumulation of previous appearances of praxis, then it must be poiesis that enables us 
to have access to these previous appearances of praxis. Otherwise, how would we 
know what the world is? We have a preliminary understanding of the world because 
we have the records. For example, we know that the Hungarians revolted against 
the Soviet regime in 1954, because this temporary appearance of praxis was stabi-
lized by poiesis: It was turned into a story for us to know, to add to our store of 
common sense. We know this story because we share a common world and a 
common sense. Arendt never described the relationship between poiesis and praxis as 
I am doing here, but she gave hints of it. By providing examples from Arendt herself, 
I will show that the products of homo faber not only stabilize the appearance of praxis 
retroactively but also influence the further appearance of praxis proactively.  
 The work of homo faber, by providing stability and durability, allows the appear-
ance of praxis to be preserved and thus not forgotten. As humans, we have a limited 
time on earth: Like all animals, we are born into this world and we die. What makes 
us distinct is our capacity for praxis. Through the preservation of our praxis, we as 
individuals will be remembered. Furthermore, the appearance of the world in 
accordance with our disclosure will also be recorded as one way, among many, in 
which the world appeared at the time when and in a place where freedom and 
plurality were worldly existences.  
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In Arendt’s words,  

The whole factual world of human affairs depends for its reality and continued exist-
ence, first, upon the presence of others who have seen and heard and will remember, 
and, second, on the transformation of the intangible into the tangibility of things. With-
out remembrance and without the reification which remembrance needs … the living 
activities of action, speech, and thought would lose their reality at the end of each pro-
cess and disappear as though they never had been (Arendt, 1998, p. 95).  

This quotation shows that Arendt acknowledges the temporal character of praxis and 
argues that praxis must be recorded and maintained within the world. Only through 
remembrance can praxis inform and inspire our future activities. When praxis 
appears, it discloses the world – that is, how the world appears to the agent Carrying 
out praxis – and it discloses the agent to the audience – that is, how the agent appears 
to others. Through this disclosure, we show how the world is politically meaningful 
and how we situate ourselves within this world. However, the meaning we ascribe to 
the world – the meaning of our appearance and the intersubjective relationships that 
we engage in – would be lost if it were not remembered. I argue that it is homo faber 
who translates the appearance of praxis into a tangible form so that it will not be 
forgotten. It is these very translations made by homo faber that maintain and preserve 
the appearance of praxis: how the world and the agent Carrying out praxis were 
disclosed. The work of homo faber, then,  

prepares the intangible and the futile for their eventual materialization; it is the begin-
ning of the work process, and like the craftsman’s consideration of the model which will 
guide his work, its most immaterial stage. The work itself then always requires some 
material upon which it will be performed and which through fabrication, the activity of 
homo faber, will be transformed into a worldly object (Arendt, 1998, pp. 90–91). 

The question, then, is the following: How does homo faber turn the intangible and 
futile into something tangible? In the following sub-section, based on Arendt’s 
examples, I show that homo faber, by remembering and by making something beauti-
ful, turns the temporary appearance of praxis into stories and art works.  

3.4.2. Cultural Artifacts  

a. Stories 

Arendt argues that because praxis is inherently unpredictable, it is thus impossible to 
foresee what the consequences of its appearance could be, and people start to gather 
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what the appearance of praxis meant only after the deed is finalized (Arendt, 1998). 
This means that people could know the meaning of the Hungarians demolishing the 
statue of Stalin at the edge of Varosliget Park only after the statue was toppled. The 
people who participated in or observed the event could recall what happened and 
tell others the story of the events and arising relationships in that park on 23rd of 
October, 1954. The meaning of this appearance of praxis thus “arises directly out of 
the story which, as the result of action, begins and establishes itself as soon as the 
fleeting moment of the deed is past” (Arendt, 1998, pp. 191–192). Arendt continues:  

whatever the character and content of the subsequent story may be, whether it is played 
in private or public life, whether it involves many or few actors its full meaning can re-
veal itself only when it has ended… Action reveals itself fully only to the storyteller, that 
is, to the backward glance of the historian, who indeed always knows better what it was 
all about than the participants … Even though stories are the inevitable results of action, 
it is not the actor but the storyteller who perceives and “makes” the story (Arendt, 1998, 
p. 192).  

Here, Arendt positions the historian as the spectator who looks at an event and 
judges what it means. According to Borren, the spectator is the one who can reach 
common-sense judgments, who neither has the first-person perspective that is 
completely immersed in phenomena nor that of the observer who claims to have a 
neutral point of view (Borren, 2013). Borren identifies the notion of the spectator as 
Arendt’s “methodological treasure” (Borren, 2013, p. 244). But the spectator is not 
only an observer with situated impartiality; they are the zoon politikon and the homo 
faber at the same time. As Arendt herself says, “the public realm is constituted by the 
critics and the spectators…and this critic and the spectator sits in every actor and 
fabricator” (Arendt, 1982, p. 63). Homo faber as the spectator turns praxis into a story 
through craftsmanship, thus making the intangible appearance of praxis into a 
tangible reality. The spectator who has situated impartiality, as Disch explains it, is 
the storyteller who “teaches her readers to see as she does, not what she does, 
affording them the “intoxicating” experience of seeing from multiple perspectives 
but leaving them with the responsibility to undertake the critical task of interpreta-
tion for themselves” (Disch, 1993, p. 687). Or, as Arendt puts it,  

The task of the poet and historiographer (both of whom Aristotle still puts in the same 
category because their subject is (praxis)) consists in making something lasting out of re-
membrance. They do this by translating action and speech, into fabrication which 
eventually becomes the written word (Arendt, 2006a pp. 44).  
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Arendt goes on to argue that  

acting and speaking men need the help of homo faber in his highest capacity, that is, the 
help of the artist, of poets and historiographers, of monument-builders or writers, be-
cause without them the only product of their activity, the story they enact and tell, 
would not survive at all. In order to be what the world is always meant to be, a home for 
men during their life on earth, the human artifice must be a place fit for action and 
speech, for activities not only entirely useless for the necessities of life but of an entirely 
different nature from the manifold activities of fabrication by which the world itself and 
all things in it are produced (Arendt, 1998, p. 173). 

Making a story out of the appearance of praxis, then, is how poiesis turns praxis into a 
tangible reality and thus maintains the temporal appearance of praxis as something 
durable and stable. In On Revolution, Arendt argues that it is not the actors themselves 
who can communicate the meaning of the appearance of their praxis but the writers 
or historians, who will lay bare the meaning of what the actors did. She says  

That the men of the French Revolution should have been unable to think in these 
terms, and therefore never really touched the heart of the matter which their own ac-
tions had brought to the fore, is actually almost a matter of course. Obviously, they 
knew at most the principles that inspired their acts, but hardly the meaning of the story 
which eventually was to result from them. Melville and Dostoevski, at any rate, even if 
they had not been the great writers and thinkers they actually both were, certainly were 
in a better position to know what it all had been about (Arendt, 2006b, p. 72-73).  

So, in a translation of the appearance of praxis into a story by poiesis, there can be 
seen not only an engagement with common sense through stabilizing it into a text 
but also a “reifying” of how it appeared. One can hear and read the stories of the 
heroes who revealed the world as a space of appearance that exhibited plurality and 
freedom.  

b. Art Works 

The second form in which poiesis turns praxis’s appearance into a tangible reality is in 
art works like paintings, sculptures, or even architectural works like cathedrals. 
According to Arendt,  

The cathedrals were built ad maiorem gloriam Dei; while they as buildings certainly served 
the needs of the community, their elaborate beauty can never be explained by these 
needs, which could have been served quite as well by any nondescript building. An ob-
ject is cultural to the extent that it can endure; this durability is the very opposite of its 
functionality, which is the quality which makes it disappear again from the phenomenal 
world by being used and used up. The “thingness” of an object appears in its shape and 
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appearance, the proper criterion of which is beauty. If we wanted to judge an object by 
its use value alone, and not also by its appearance (that is, by whether it is beautiful or 
ugly or something in between) we would first have to pluck out our eyes (Arendt, 1960b 
p. 286).  

Here, Arendt presents another aspect of the end result of the work of homo faber and 
how it translates praxis into a worldly, tangible reality: by translating it into a beauti-
ful work of art. Poiesis allows the appearance of praxis to be maintained by translating 
its appearance into stories, and it allows the appearance of praxis to be deemed 
beautiful by turning it into works of art, whether in the form of a painting or in the 
form of a cathedral.  
 One can raise here the question: Is it not then poiesis that actually discloses the 
world as politically meaningful by translating the appearance of praxis into stories, 
architecture, and art? Alternatively, if it really is poiesis or homo faber that allows praxis 
to be maintained and stabilized, is this not also problematic? After all, homo faber is 
presented as our mode of being that seeks utility, perceives the world only in terms 
of means–ends relationships, and the end products of whose work are instrumental? 
This dependence of praxis for remembrance on poiesis can lead one to conclude that 
what the appearance of praxis meant is actually dependent on the author, painter, or 
architect, namely on homo faber. How the fabricators perceived the appearance of 
praxis is inscribed in their works, and that is the only way in which we can see, or read, 
this appearance. This would shift the locus of politics as interaction too, since now, 
the meaning attributed to the appearance of praxis is sought not in what appears 
during the intersubjective relationship that happened in the world but in how homo 
faber tells what appeared.  
 However, it should be remembered that homo faber’s end products, whether 
cultural, like those discussed above, or material, are not fixed in terms of meaning. 
According to Disch (Disch, 1993), a cultural product of homo faber, such as a story, 
“can be both ambiguous and meaningful at once” (Disch, 1993, p. 688). She contin-
ues:  

An ambiguous argument, testimony, or example is less effective for its indeterminacy, 
because the purpose of such modes of discourse is to distill the plural meanings of an in-
cident into definitive conclusions. Ambiguity in a story encourages the permanent 
contestation and multiple reinterpretation of meanings that make situated impartiality 
possible (Disch, 1993, p. 688).  

What I want to emphasize in this quotation is “permanent contestation and multiple 
reinterpretation.” This is exactly why the cultural products of homo faber, which are 
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poiesis, are also dependent on praxis. These products, in order to remain in the world 
as meaningful or beautiful and to provide the previous appearances of praxis with the 
desired stability and durability, have to be appropriated by praxis again and again. In 
Arendt’s words,  

To be sure, an ordinary use object is not and should not be intended to be beautiful; yet 
whatever has a shape at all and is seen cannot help being either beautiful, ugly, or some-
thing in-between. Everything that is, must appear, and nothing can appear without a 
shape of its own; hence there is in fact no thing that does not in some way transcend its 
functional use, and its transcendence, its beauty or ugliness, is identical with appearing 
publicly and being seen (Arendt, 1998, p. 172-173). 

So, while praxis is dependent on poiesis to be maintained and remembered, and thus 
to contribute to common sense to inform future potential appearances of praxis, 
poiesis is also dependent on praxis to be appropriated, maintained, and consumed.  
 Let me illustrate with an example. Homo faber can create an art work to allow the 
community to see what he saw as a spectator. Let us assume this spectator wants to 
turn the temporal appearance of the revolutionaries during the Hungarian Revolu-
tion of 1956 into something stable, and so he creates a sculpture. After its creation, 
what that sculpture means is based on its appropriation through praxis, even though 
homo faber created the sculpture as a spectator first, as a testimony to the appearance 
of praxis. Yet the meaning that is going to be ascribed to that sculpture cannot be 
fixed by homo faber. Now that the sculpture is out in the world, it is an appearance 
that will be perceived by the acting agent, and its meaning will depend on the 
hermeneutic circle that will form once the agent engages with the sculpture. In other 
words, it is the interpretative act that prospectively creates durability, as well as the 
act of creation.  
 What needs to be highlighted here is that neither meaning nor beauty can be 
fixed into an artifact. These notions are agreements that we make with our fellow 
human beings, because both notions are based on judgment that we form by 
referring to our common sense. When I perceive a phenomenon, I can only grasp 
what that phenomenon means or judge if it is beautiful based on what is disclosed 
about the shared world. However, what we perceive as beautiful or meaningful is 
based on the world itself, based on how we, ourselves, make sense of the world.  
 Because of our common sense, we know that Leonardo da Vinci’s painting of the 
Mona Lisa has been deemed beautiful by other agents who engaged with it. There 
are two possibilities: Either the Mona Lisa will not appeal to my taste, and therefore 
I will not engage with it, or it will appeal to my taste, and I will enter an engagement 
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with it. If I engage with the Mona Lisa, based on my common sense, I will know that 
this painting was perceived as beautiful by people before me. However, this does not 
mean that I am going to perceive the Mona Lisa as beautiful. After my engagement 
with the painting, in my judgment of it, which starts from common sense, I might 
judge the painting as neither beautiful nor meaningful. This also would not change 
the fact that the Mona Lisa was deemed beautiful by people before me. In other 
words, what poiesis creates needs to be seen, used, and consumed by praxis to be 
meaningful and to be deemed beautiful too. Even though the cultural products of 
homo faber are based on the appearances of praxis in the world, their endurance, their 
maintenance, and their meaning depend on their appropriation by praxis. In other 
words, the cultural end products of homo faber can only be meaningful when they are 
appropriated as meaningful by praxis.  
 Artifacts (as in cultural products) are first a stable or durable form of common 
sense; there can be various meanings embedded in them, and they can be designed 
to amplify one meaning over the other. But how the world becomes politically 
meaningful as a result of the hermeneutic circle that praxis opens up is dependent on 
the acting agent Carrying out praxis. Since, after poiesis creates, no meaning can be a 
constant, what the relationship between the acting agent and the artifact is depends 
on the acting agent themself engaging with the artifact and the agent’s common 
shared world in which the artifact is embedded.  
 For Arendt, then, the cultural products of homo faber not only stabilize the ap-
pearance of praxis retroactively but also influence the further appearance of praxis 
proactively. This shows that political action does not only depend on the political 
actor alone; the political actor is surrounded and therefore influenced by the cultural 
products of homo faber. 

3.5. Conclusion  

In this chapter, I have shown that praxis and poiesis are intertwined rather than 
opposed. Through an analysis of Arendt’s notion of common sense, I demonstrated 
that Arendt positions common sense as both “world building” and “world disclos-
ing” (Borren, 2013). This suggests a closer relationship between poiesis and praxis 
than Arendt first proposed. I showed that work, which corresponds to the human 
state of worldliness, creates the world, and I distinguished Arendt’s construction of 
different areas that comprise the world. Following these distinctions, I argued that 
the world Arendt sees as encompassing the realms of the private and the public is 
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indeed artificial, but it is also material. Even though Arendt does value poiesis and its 
importance for praxis, she is very critical towards one manifestation of the end result 
of the work of homo faber: technologies. Arendt finds world alienation to be the end 
result of the rapid technological advancements in her time. This leads her to situate 
technologies within the realm of the social and the accompanying mode of world-
lessness. However, she does not consider all end results of poiesis as irrelevant to 
politics. I argued that if Arendt’s conceptualization of the cultural end products of 
homo faber, like stories and art works, is considered as a point of departure, rather 
than her limited reading of technologies, she can guide us towards an interaction-
based politics of technology. Following this, I proved that the cultural products of 
homo faber not only stabilize the appearances of praxis but also inspire further appear-
ances of praxis, because these products are an embodiment of the meaning that the 
world has been given at their time of creation.  
In order to expand Arendt’s insight into the political value of cultural artifacts for 
praxis-based political theory, a postphenomenological approach is needed. Postphe-
nomenology can help extend Arendt’s conceptualization of the cultural artifacts of 
homo faber to the material end results of the work of homo faber. In the next chapter, by 
complementing Arendt’s interaction-based political theory with postphenomenolo-
gy, I show that material end results of the work of homo faber are also capable of 
stabilizing the appearance of praxis retroactively and influencing its further appear-
ance proactively, just as do homo faber’s cultural end products.  
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4 Technological Mediation of   
Common Sense  

In the previous chapter, I showed that Arendt positions common sense as both 
“world building” and “world disclosing” (Borren, 2013). This, I argued, suggests that 
poiesis (world building) and praxis (world disclosing) are intertwined. I showed that 
despite adopting a rather pessimistic (almost technologically deterministic) attitude 
towards the material end results of poiesis, namely technologies, Arendt hints that the 
cultural end results of poiesis have influence on the meaning-generating capacity of 
praxis. I have shown that Arendt does not consider all end results of poiesis as irrele-
vant to politics. I demonstrated that for Arendt, the cultural products of homo faber, 
such as stories or art works, are the embodiment of the common sense of their time 
of creation. Thus, the cultural products of homo faber, while stabilizing the appear-
ance of praxis retroactively, influence the further appearance of praxis proactively. 
In this chapter, I show that material end results of the work of homo faber are also 
capable of stabilizing the appearance of praxis retroactively and influencing the 
appearance of further praxis proactively, just as the cultural end products of homo 
faber are. In demonstrating this, I use this chapter to provide the first step in techno-
political mediation, namely technological mediation of common sense. 
 In the first section of the chapter, I show that it is necessary to make a move from 
the phenomenological tradition, to which Arendt belongs, to a postphenomenologi-
cal approach. Postphenomenology shows that things (as in artifacts, objects, and 
technologies) have a hermeneutic dimension, and because of that quality, they 
mediate human experience and how humans have access to their world – in other 
words, how humans make sense of their world. Thus, following Verbeek (2005), I 
argue for a coshaping relationship between human action (praxis) and technologies. 
Following on this insight, I refer to Olya Kudina’s (2019) scheme of the hermeneutic 
lemniscate to explore the mediation of common sense by technologies. I demon-
strate that Kudina’s hermeneutic lemniscate presents a new principle of human 
interpretation and sense-making. Therefore, by demonstrating that human interpre-
tation and sense-making are technologically mediated, the model helps in explaining 
the role of the cultural and moral history of the person engaging with the technology 
in question.  
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 In the second section of the chapter, following the (post)phenomenological turn 
to empirically informed microlevel studies, I conduct an empirical exploration. This 
allows me to investigate my proposed expansion of Arendt’s political hermeneutics 
to materiality using a real-life example: Gezi Park, a public park in Istanbul. I 
investigate the active role played by the park in the instigation of the Gezi Park 
protests and the formation of a heterogeneous public during the protests. In this 
section, I describe in detail the methods followed to carry out this empirical explora-
tion.  
 In the third section of the chapter, I combine the proposed expansion of Arendt’s 
political hermeneutics to materiality with the results of the abovementioned empiri-
cal exploration. By doing so, I show that technologies mediate common sense, since 
they are the material form of the cultural memory of the society in which they are 
embedded. By providing extracts from the interviews that I conducted with the 
participants of the Gezi Park protests, I situate this public park as a space that has a 
place in the common sense of the people of Turkey. I show that Gezi Park is a 
political space for Turkish people because of its meaning within the common 
cultural context of the people. Following from this, I demonstrate that the people of 
Turkey resisted the impending demolition of Gezi Park because of its meaning and 
its place in their common cultural framework. Thus, I demonstrate that Gezi Park 
mediated common sense, as it is the material form of the cultural memory of 
Turkey. 

4.1. From Phenomenology to Postphenomenology  

In the previous chapter, I outlined the main contours of phenomenology while 
situating Arendt’s political theory within hermeneutic phenomenology.38 In this 
section, I first show that while phenomenology bridges the gap between objects and 
subjects, postphenomenology further emphasizes this relationship by situating 
subjects and objects as coconstitutive (Verbeek, 2005, p. 112). Postphenomenology 
provides two approaches that enable understanding of this intertwined relationship 
between objects and subjects. These are hermeneutic or perception-oriented post-
phenomenology, which I examine in the second sub-section, and existential or 
praxis-oriented postphenomenology, which I examine in the third sub-section. This 
overview of the approaches within postphenomenology allows me to argue, in the 
___________________________________________________________________ 

38  Chapter 3, p. 60. 
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final sub-section, for a coshaping relationship between humans and technologies. I 
thus expand Arendt’s insight into the political role of cultural artifacts to apply to it 
material and physical artifacts as well.  

4.1.1. Beginnings of Postphenomenology  

Classical philosophy of technology, as mentioned in Chapter II, is considered to be 
“backward-looking” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 8), since both Heidegger and Jaspers analyze 
relations that technology brings about that have already been revealed. Verbeek 
instead, proposes a forward-looking approach that focuses on the concrete techno-
logical artifacts and objects themselves. This approach thus endorses empirical 
research into technologies while keeping in mind the existential and hermeneutic 
dimensions of analysis elaborated by classical philosophers of technology. In advo-
cating this approach, Verbeek moves beyond analyzing the conditions of 
technology, arriving at an analysis of technology itself (Verbeek, 2005)  to focus on 
the role technologies play in our worldly existence. By focusing on the things 
themselves, Verbeek moves beyond the phenomenological investigations of Jaspers 
and Heidegger through adapting Don Ihde’s (1993) “postphenomenology” of 
technology. Postphenomenology is the incorporation of material hermeneutics to 
classical phenomenology. Material hermeneutics is the acknowledgment that 
material artifacts have a role in human interpretation of objective reality (Ihde, 
2009). In other words, material hermeneutics would not treat the process of inter-
pretation as a direct encounter between a person and the world, but as a technically 
mediated one. In that sense, postphenomenology shows that there is no human 
existence without technology, and postphenomenology of technology presents 
humans and technologies as mutually interdependent in acquiring their characteris-
tics. Verbeek argues that in the past decade, philosophy of technology has concerned 
itself with a central theme of mediation to examine the role of technological artifacts 
in society and how they influence human behavior (Verbeek, 2006). According to 
Verbeek, the framework of “mediation” analyzes artifacts “in the relationship 
between human beings and their environment” (Verbeek, 2006, p. 53). The media-
tion approach assumes that subjects and objects are not only intertwined but 
coshape one another. (Verbeek,2005) This means that 

Human beings can only experience reality by relating to it, which does not involve any 
reality-in-itself but rather reality-for-them. As consciousness (perception, experience) can 
only exist as consciousness of something, reality is always reality for someone; in their 



Technological Mediation of Politics 

122 

engagement with reality, human beings always disclose it in a specific way. At the same 
time, humans themselves are constituted in this relation. The environment with which 
they are involved always codetermines in which ways they can be present to the world 
and each other. In the encounter between humans and world, each manifests itself in a 
particular way. In the mutual relation of humans and world there arises, therefore, a 
specific “objectivity” of world and a specific “subjectivity” of human beings (Verbeek, 
2005, p. 112).  

This perspective allows one to acknowledge that there is I subject in themselves and 
there is no object in itself. The specific characteristics of both subjects and objects 
are to be disclosed in the relationship that they have with one another. In that sense, 
there is always mutual interdependency between subjects and objects:  

Humans and their world are always interrelated. Human beings cannot but be directed 
at the world around them; they are always experiencing it, and it is the only place where 
they can live their lives. Conversely, the world only gets a meaning for human beings in 
the relationships they have with it: it needs to be perceived and interpreted in order to 
be meaningful. Humans and their world, therefore, determine each other in the rela-
tions and interactions that exist between them. In their interrelation, both the 
subjectivity of humans and the objectivity of the world are shaped (Verbeek, 2006, p. 
54).  

Don Ihde, in Postphenomenology (Ihde, 1993) translates the “intentionality” of con-
sciousness to artifacts and argues that technologies “have a certain directionality, an 
inclination or trajectory that shapes the ways in which they are used” (Verbeek, 
2005, p. 115). Verbeek explains this directionality as follows: 

Because of the intentional structure of human experience … humans are always di-
rected toward reality. They cannot simply “think” but they always think something; they 
cannot simply “see”, but they always see “something”; they cannot simply “feel” but al-
ways feel “something” (Verbeek, 2008a, p. 388). 

Human beings cannot just exist in themselves in the world; they experience the 
world, and when this experience begins, argues Verbeek, humans have no choice 
but to be directed to the things that constitute their world (Verbeek, 200a8). Post-
phenomenology can be said to be the study of this relationship between humans and 
the things that constitute their world. 
 As mentioned before, the hermeneutic or existential scheme that phenomenolo-
gy is concerned with is translated into a scheme in postphenomenology too. 
Accordingly, postphenomenology has two directions of analysis, corresponding to 
the hermeneutic and existential approaches of phenomenology. The first direction, 
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“hermeneutic or perception-oriented postphenomenology” (Verbeek, 2006, p. 56), 
concerns itself with understanding the role of technologies in humans’ access to the 
world and how these technologies influence human experience. The second, “exis-
tential or praxis-oriented approach” (Verbeek, 2006), concerns itself with analyzing 
the role of technology in how “human beings act in their world and realize their 
existence” (Verbeek, 2006, p. 56). In the following sub-sections, I provide an over-
view of both approaches within postphenomenology.  

4.1.2. Hermeneutic or Perception-Oriented Postphenomenology 

Hermeneutic or perception-oriented postphenomenology entails four perspectives 
that compose this approach: microperception, macroperception, forms of engage-
ment with technologies, and multistability. “According to Verbeek, Ihde, who 
focuses on the central phenomenological theme of “experience” that happens in the 
world,39 and moves towards an investigation of the structure of this experience of the 
world (Verbeek, 2005, p. 122). Ihde argues that this investigation should be a 
“relativistic” (Ihde, 1990, p. 23) one, where the focus should be on the relations that 
emerge between humans and the world when the two engage with each other 
(Verbeek, 2005).  
 Ihde claims that this relational character of human–world interactions is the 
“ontological feature of all knowledge, all experience” (Ihde, 1990, p. 25). As men-
tioned before,40 phenomenology recognizes that humans always experience 
something-as-something, and this makes the human who experiences and the thing 
that is experienced “inextricably bound up with each other” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 122). 
The process of interpretation allows one to discern and grasp the meaning of that 
something. Ihde argues that technologies are always in the way of this human 
interpretation of the world (Ihde, 1998). 

a. Microperception and Macroperception 

According to Ihde, there are two forms in which this process of human experience 
and interpretation takes shape. Microperception is a perception based on bodily 

___________________________________________________________________ 
39  When I explained Arendt’s emphasis on experience, I mentioned that experience is grounded in 

the world. See Chapter 3, pp. 62–64. 
40  See Chapter 3, p. 63. 
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senses (Ihde, 1993), and macroperception is a perception based on the culture in 
which one is embedded (Ihde, 1993). Ihde indicates,  

What is usually taken as sensory perception (what is immediate and focused bodily in 
actual seeing, hearing, etc.), I shall call microperception. But there is also what might be 
called a cultural, or hermeneutic, perception, which I shall call macroperception. Both 
belong equally to the lifeworld. And both dimensions of perception are closely linked 
and intertwined. There is no microperception (sensory-bodily) without its location with-
in a field of macroperception and no macroperception without its microperceptual foci 
(Ihde, 1990, p. 29).  

According to Verbeek, microperception and macroperception can be distinguished, 
but they cannot be separated from one another. The reason for this is that “bodily 
perception can no more exist without being interpreted than an interpretation can 
exist without something to be interpreted” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 123). This means that 
“I cannot perceive a tree (microperception) if I do not have the basic, preliminary 
knowledge from my cultural background that the tall thing in front of me is called a 
tree (macroperception).”41 (Verbeek, 2005, p. 123). 

b. Forms of Engagement With Technologies 

Ihde distinguishes four types of relations between humans and technologies when 
humans are making sense of the world. They can be summed up as follows: 

Embodiment Relation: Technologies that embody their users; 
Hermeneutic Relation: Technologies that provide representations of reality; 
Alterity Relation: Technologies that are a termini of human experience; 
Background Relation: Technologies that are not experienced directly but create a con-
text for human perception, (Verbeek, 2008a, p. 389) 

To illustrate these relations with examples, an embodiment relation would be 
wearing glasses: The user does not necessarily look at the glasses but looks at the 
world through the glasses. When used to perceive the world, the glasses disappear 
from the viewer’s attention (Verbeek, 2005). In the case of hermeneutic relations, the 
technology is not transparent, as in the example of glasses (Verbeek, 2005). In 
___________________________________________________________________ 

41  As I formulated earlier, in Chapter 3, Arendt’s use of common sense as sixth sense corresponds to this 
microperception/macroperception scheme that Don Ihde (1993) formulates in his postphenome-
nology. Thus, it should be noted here that the macroperception is closely related to how Arendt 
formulates common sense as the sixth sense that fits our sensory perceptions into a common 
context and thus allows us to make sense of the world. 
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hermeneutic relations, the technology provides a representation of the world, 
amplifying one aspect of it over others (Verbeek, 2005). This representation of the 
world through the artifact, however, requires interpretation, otherwise it would not 
impart anything to us about the world (Verbeek, 2005). Hermeneutic relations thus 
involve interpretation and, according to Verbeek, because the artifact in this relation 
must be read, Ihde rightly expands the hermeneutic relations humans have with 
texts to technological artifacts as well. In these relations, “the world is not perceived 
through the artifact but by means of it” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 125). The hermeneutic 
relation could be illustrated with the example of using a thermometer (Verbeek, 
2005). The thermometer represents the temperature of the room, thus amplifying 
one aspect of it. When I read the thermometer, I am not necessarily involved with 
the thermometer but with what it reveals about the world, in this case the tempera-
ture (Verbeek, 2005). The third form of relations, namely the alterity relation, occurs 
when humans approach a technology in anthropomorphic ways – in other words, 
when they project human properties onto technologies, objects, or artifacts (Ver-
beek, 2005). Even though we know that a technology is never an “other,” we still 
“care for” technologies (Verbeek, 2005, p. 127) or call them “smart” phones. The 
fourth form, the background relation, occurs when a technology is at work in the 
background of our experiencing of the world: for example, the central heating 
system or refrigerators. These technologies work, switching on and off in the back-
ground of our environment, and we scarcely recognize them while we are engaging 
with the world (Verbeek, 2005). 
 Once it is accepted that technologies are always in between humans and the 
world, it can also be claimed that humans’ perception of the world is always trans-
formed by technologies in one way or another. These technologies, however, are 
multistable (Ihde, 1990 p. 150), meaning that they are ambiguous and they have 
multiple dimensions. This means that technologies “are never in themselves” 
(Verbeek, 2005, p. 117). What a specific technology is can be observed only in 
relation to the human who engages with it.  

c. Multistability 

Multistability affirms that technologies are only “stable” when they are being 
appropriated by a subject. However, the interpretation of the subject using the 
technology does not fix a meaning onto the technology; it only fixes a certain 
meaning during that certain use of the certain subject. The same object or technolo-
gy can be used “in order to” do something else by a different subject. This would 
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open different contexts of interpretations and meanings. Verbeek points out that the 
multistability of technologies does not exist “within a single use context, but always 
has a cultural index as well” (Verbeek, 2005, p. 136). Verbeek continues:  

Technology is never purely determinative, for in principle other cultural relations with a 
given artifact are always possible. But neither is it purely instrumental, for when an arti-
fact receives a particular definition within a cultural context – and thus becomes stable 
rather than multistable – it still contributes to shaping that context. Precisely because 
technologies are always interwoven with culture, they are always in a position to trans-
form that culture – not “in themselves,” but from the position that the cultural definition 
has given them (Verbeek, 2005, p. 138).  

Verbeek points out that cultural intentionality within the relation between humans 
and technology arises “when a cultural relation with an artifact is initiated”. (Ver-
beek, 2005, p.138). This occurs depending on what indirect form is given by the 
technology to the interpretations and experiences of human beings while also 
directly mediating their sensory perceptions (Verbeek, 2005).  
 In sum, hermeneutic or perception-oriented postphenomenology considers 
technologies as “means by which our perceptions and our wider experience are 
modified and transformed” (Ihde, 1998, p. 1). These relations all reveal that there is 
no human engagement with the world without the involvement of technology. 
However, one needs to be able to take into account “direct or indirect” (Verbeek, 
2005, p. 128) ways of technological mediation of our perception of the world. For 
Verbeek, the direct way concerns the microperceptory level already mentioned, 
where technologies shape the way in which humans perceive reality and reveal 
possible ways in which reality can be interpreted (Verbeek, 2005). The indirect way 
concerns the macroperceptory level, in other words the technological mediation in 
the frameworks of interpretation that coshape the relation between humans and 
their world (Verbeek, 2005). Verbeek, then, with his technological mediation theory, 
proposes a new insight within postphenomenology. As mentioned before, technolog-
ical mediation theory asserts that humans and technologies coshape one another, a 
phenomenological recognition with which Verbeek’s main purpose here aligns. 
Thus, Ihde’s formulation that there are always technologies in between humans and 
the world is expanded by Verbeek with the phenomenological insight of the cosh-
aping aspect of humans and the world. According to Verbeek (2005, 2011), Ihde 
fails to recognize the coshaping relationship between humans and technologies, 
which is a failure that would bring us back to the subject–object dichotomy that 
phenomenology aims to overcome. Thus, Verbeek argues that, even though it is 
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tempting to perceive mediation as a form of transformation that occurs when a 
subject experiences an object with technology situated in the middle, this under-
standing can only be understood as the world: the object as a fixed object and the 
subject as a fixed subject (Verbeek, 2005).  
 However, phenomenology teaches that there is no fixed world and no fixed 
subject. Mediation, from a postphenomenological perspective, is not to be found 
only in the transformation of the world and the subject. Hermeneutics is in the 
meaning that is generated within the interaction between the object and the subject. 
When one tries to grasp meaning, and understand the relation between subject and 
object, one needs to move beyond the subject and object themselves and grasp how 
they are mutually constituted in their interrelation (Verbeek, 2005). Verbeek argues 
that 

In any relation between subject and object, both are brought into existence in a specific 
way, and both subjectivity and objectivity acquire specific shape. When analysing the 
mediating role of artifacts, therefore, this mediation cannot be regarded as a mediation 
“between” subject and object. Mediation consists in a mutual constitution of subject and 
object (Verbeek, 2005, p. 129).  

By presenting the search for mediation of artifacts in the coconstitution of subjects 
and objects, Verbeek highlights that there is no pregiven subject or pregiven object 
that are in engagement with one another. Who and what the subject is, and what 
the object is, is constituted within the engagement – within the interaction between 
the two. As Verbeek argues, “what the world ‘is’ and what subjects ‘are,’ arises from 
the interplay between humans and reality” (Verbeek, 2008b, p. 13). Mediation, 
continues Verbeek, 

does not simply take place between a subject and an object, but rather coshapes subjec-
tivity and objectivity. Formulations in terms of the “access to reality” offered by an 
artifact should be read as relating to the way in which an artifact makes possible the 
constitution of a world in the very process of perception. Humans and the world they 
experience are the products of technological mediation, and not just the poles between 
which the mediation plays itself out (Verbeek, 2005, p. 130).  

This quotation also suggests a move on Verbeek’s side beyond the linear human–
technology–world relationship Ihde suggests, towards a more circular structure. 
According to Verbeek, technologies can transform our perceptions (Verbeek, 2005).  
 Hermeneutic or perception-oriented postphenomenology, then, is the recogni-
tion that when humans interpret and experience the world, this always happen 
through the mediation of technologies. Humans, technologies, and the world are all 
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active in the process of human interpretation and human experience. By pointing 
out that it is not only humans and the world coconstituting one another through 
technologies but also technologies and humans coconstituting one another, Verbeek 
adds a circular dimension to the linear human–technology–world relations as 
proposed by Ihde. 

4.1.3. Existential or Praxis42-Oriented Postphenomenology  

According to Verbeek, technologies do not only mediate human perceptions and 
interpretations, but they also indirectly influence human actions (Verbeek, 2006, p. 
57). Verbeek argues that “things are able to exert influence as material things, not only 
as carriers of meaning” (Verbeek, 2006, p.58). According to Verbeek, human action is 
influenced by human intentions, the social structures in which one finds oneself, and 
the material environment in which one lives one’s life (Verbeek, 2011). Following 
this recognition, Verbeek adapts Latour’s concept of “script” while describing the 
technological mediation of action. Scripts describe the way in which an artifact is 
going to be used when a human engages with it (Verbeek, 2011, p.10). A plastic cup, 
for example, has the script of “throw me away after use”; it is embedded in the 
design of the artifact that it shall be thrown away after use. Scripts here are defined 
as a framework that is inscribed into an object by its designer or architect to pre-
scribe “how to act” (Verbeek 2006, 58) when the object is in use.  
 While Verbeek recognizes that not all scripts are the end result of deliberate 
inscription, even those that are can end up influencing human behavior in an 
unintended way (Verbeek, 2006) Verbeek argues that in both mediations, namely 
mediation of perception and mediation of action, “transformations occur” (Verbeek, 
2006, p. 59) In the terminology of mediation of action, these transformations are 
defined as invitation and inhibition. This means that, through design, technologies  
 
 
 

___________________________________________________________________ 
42  Here Verbeek does not refer to Arendt’s use of the term praxis. His use of the term strictly describes 

how humans are present in the world (Verbeek, 2006). Verbeek indicates, “From a phenomenolog-
ical point of view, praxis and existence are the mirror images of perception and experience. 
Whereas perception consists in the way the world is present for humans, praxis can be seen as the 
way humans are present in their world.” 



Technological Mediation of Common Sense 

129 

can invite certain human actions and inhibit others (Verbeek, 2011). Once the 
technology and human enter into a relationship, they become a “composite actor”:  

By entering a relationship with another entity, the program of action of the original ac-
tor is translated into a new one. When somebody’s action program is to “prepare meals 
quickly”, for instance, and this program is added to that of a microwave oven, the ac-
tion program of the resulting, “composite actor” might be “regularly eating instant 
meals individually” (Verbeek, 2006, p. 59). 

Here, Verbeek points to an important difference between mediation of action and 
mediation of perception. Verbeek explains this with an example of the bulky key 
ring given to hotel guests, which invites the guests to return the key when they are 
leaving the hotel. Putting this example in postphenomenological terms, Verbeek 
argues:  

When hotel guests have the room key in their possession, the bulky attachment medi-
ates the way in which they experience the key – namely, as something annoying – and 
therefore the way they deal with the key – namely, returning it to the reception on their 
departure. In the latter case, there is a translation of action, a displacement or transposi-
tion of the way in which humans are present in and deal with their world. Artifacts co-
shape the use that is made of them, and thereby the relations that arise between hu-
mans and their world. In this mediation emerges a translation of action, which parallels 
the transformation of perception (Verbeek, 2005, p.171).  

Verbeek here shows that mediation of action has a similar structure to the herme-
neutic mediation of technologies: Just like transformation of perception through 
amplification and reduction, transformation of action occurs through invitation and 
inhibition. This means that technologies promote certain human actions and 
discourage certain other human actions (Verbeek, 2005, p.171) Just like the herme-
neutic mediation of technologies, mediation of action also mediates the “constitution 
of objectivity and subjectivity” (Verbeek, 2005, p.171). By inviting and inhibiting 
certain human actions, technologies shape how one acts within the world and 
realizes one’s existence. As Verbeek argues, “because mediated actions make 
humans encounter the world in a particular way, the mediating artifact helps to 
determine how both the world (‘objectivity’) and those who act in it (‘subjectivity’) 
are present” (Verbeek, 2005, p.171).  
 Now that I have explained the two components of technological mediation as 
developed by Verbeek, it is possible to present a graphic representation of the 
theory.  
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The Technological Mediation Theory Scheme 

 
Figure 1. Technological Mediation Theory Scheme 
 
Figure 1 clearly shows how Verbeek’s technological mediation construct approaches 
human–technology relations. The straight line that is leaving the human and going 
towards the world is met by the technology or artifact on its route. This technology 
either amplifies or reduces a certain meaning within the world. This, in turn, 
influences how the human perceives and experiences the world. Technology also 
invites and inhibits certain human actions and practices. This, in turn, either limits 
or enables the range of activities that humans can Carry out within the world. 
Through this scheme, Verbeek portrays that a) technologies mediate human percep-
tions and b) technologies mediate human actions.  
 Olya Kudina (2019) is skeptical of the extent to which Ihde’s material hermeneu-
tics, which has been incorporated into this technological mediation scheme, is 
explanatory of the complex relationship between humans, the world, and technolo-
gies in the process of interpretation. According to Kudina, the existing scheme needs 
to be expanded, since technological mediation as is does not “explain in an encom-
passing manner the interpretative processes that underpin human understanding in 
an encounter with a (new) technology” (Kudina, 2019, p. 101). According to Kudi-
na, to enable a grasp of the “mediating role of technologies in the process of 
interpretation as well the productive nature of the historical horizons” (Kudina, 
2019, p. 102), the material hermeneutics scheme of technological mediation should 
be combined with the scheme of the hermeneutic circle. In the sub-section below, I 
explore in depth what Kudina’s addition of the hermeneutic lemniscate to the 
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technological mediation theory scheme entails, for the creation of a new account of 
technological mediation of politics.  

4.1.4. The Hermeneutic Lemniscate  

In this sub-section, I refer to Olya Kudina’s (2019) scheme of the hermeneutic 
lemniscate to explore the mediation of common sense by technologies. I show that 
Kudina’s (2019) hermeneutic lemniscate, expanding on the material hermeneutics of 
Don Ihde (1990), showcases a new principle of human interpretation and sense-
making, namely that human interpretation and sense-making are technologically 
mediated.  
 According to Kudina, Ihde’s material hermeneutics, while acknowledging the 
mediating role of technologies in the process of interpretation, does not explain how 
the conveyed reality returns to the existing experiential and sociocultural perceptions 
of people (Kudina, 2019). Kudina argues that the coconstitution aspect that Verbeek 
(2005) brings to postphenomenology still fails to “account for how the prior percep-
tions and sociocultural awareness of people are co-shaped with technologies” 
(Kudina, 2009, p. 101). 
 To fill this gap, Kudina adds the hermeneutic circle43 to Ihde’s material herme-
neutics in an attempt to provide a comprehensive account of the interpretation 
underlying the way people appropriate technology (Kudina, 2019). To grasp the 
mediating role of technologies in the interpretation process, as well as the productive 
character of the historical horizons, (Kudina, 2019, p. 102), according to Kudina, 
the material-hermeneutic scheme of technological mediation should be based on the 
scheme of the hermeneutic circle. Kudina explains:  

Considering the mediating role of technologies in the process of interpretation as well 
the productive nature of the historical horizons that each of the components in the pro-
cess of interpretation inalienably possesses, a hermeneutic situation will resemble a 

___________________________________________________________________ 
43  In the previous chapter, I already mentioned what the hermeneutic circle means for hermeneutic 

phenomenologists: The way in which people relate to one another and to the world always takes 
place in the form of a circle (Borren, 2013, pp. 236–237). This is because understanding and 
judgment are ways in which people relate to one another and to the world. The hermeneutic circle 
begins when a person is concerned with a phenomenon; in other words, only when someone’s 
attention is drawn for other reasons does the “automatic pilot of everyday, implicit understanding 
make way for the circle of explicit understanding or interpretation” (Borren, 2013, p. 240). 
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combination of two hermeneutic circles, interrelated and always in flux (Kudina, 2019, 
p. 102).  

Therefore, Kudina develops the hermeneutic lemniscate in order to be able to 
explain value change and explore how humans appropriate new technologies even 
before those technologies enter the world of human life. Kudina here points out the 
ephemeral and dynamic structure of meaning making once one encounters a 
technology. The hermeneutic lemniscate is formulated and explained by Kudina as 
“a figure-eight shaped curve (∞) consisting of three linking interrelated components: 
human, technology, world” (Kudina, 2019, p. 102). The lemniscate model figura-
tively follows the dynamic and interrelated entanglement of humans (H), 
technologies (T), and the surrounding world (W) in the process of technological 
appropriation (Kudina, 2019). The structure of the lemniscate itself is visually 
represented by a model with arrows navigating back and forth between a person, a 
technology, and the world. This model calls for the inclusion of technological 
practices and of the ways in which people foresee the use of a particular technology 
in a particular environment (Kudina, 2019). 
 

 
Figure 2. Hermeneutic Lemniscate 
 
The hermeneutic lemniscate explores how humans appropriate new technologies, 
even before those technologies enter the world of human life. Therefore, the model 
helps in explaining the role of the cultural and moral history of the person engaging 
with the technology in question. Kudina provides the example of a person engaging 
with an e-reader. Once this person (the human in Figure 2) encounters this technol-
ogy (the e-reader), she tries to understand what she is confronted with, drawing on 
all the preexisting structures of interpretation that are present, which are based on a 
greater historicity (Kudina, 2019). The symbol in the middle (technology as the e-
reader) is a technologically mediating actor in the process of interpretation, which 
necessarily frames reality in a certain way, suggesting certain perceptions and actions 



Technological Mediation of Common Sense 

133 

while obscuring others (Kudina, 2019). The symbol on the right represents the world 
event that a person is confronted with, in this case through a story in an e-book. The 
story projects certain meanings and perceptions onto the reader, which the reader 
has to interpret. She does this in a dynamic process of panning between her existing 
interpretive structures and the projected meaning of the story, with the e-book 
always acting as a mediating link between the two (Kudina, 2019). 
 Using this example, Kudina argues that when the process of interpretation passes 
through all three parties – the reader, the device, and the world event described in a 
story – temporary stabilization of meaning occurs (Kudina, 2019). There is a 
constant back and forth between the initial request of the reader, the technological 
mediation of the e-book, and the story that depicts certain events in the world 
(Kudina, 2019). This constant back and forth, according to Kudina, represents the 
merging of the horizons represented by each of these parties and creates a sense-
making activity that is led by temporary understanding (Kudina, 2019). With this 
prior understanding, both the projective and the practical appropriations of the e-
book stabilize, until they can no longer do justice to the changes in the person’s 
environment, the technological equipment, or the person herself (Kudina, 2019). 
When this happens, the tentative projective meaning or defined practical utility of a 
technology will reflect these changes, with the mode of appropriation changing 
accordingly (Kudina, 2019). As such, the process of appropriation never ends and 
reflects the fluid, interconnected model of the lemniscate elements (Kudina, 2019). 
 With the hermeneutic lemniscate, Kudina shows that any hermeneutic inquiry 
should always simultaneously question what the technology and the world situation 
are projecting and how these reflect the existing structures of understanding of the 
respective person (Kudina, 2019). The three parties are never separate but always 
involved in the interpretation process together. What Kudina highlights is a specific 
hermeneutic situation that needs to be examined from all sides, regardless of the 
initial entry point into that situation (Kudina, 2019). Kudina argues that the lemnis-
cate structure of the interpretation ties in with the technological mediation 
approach, an approach that suggests that perception and action are closely linked 
(Kudina, 2019). In the lemniscate, too, the perceptions that the reader receives when 
encountering a technology form the background for further action, which stimulates 
the reader either to follow the suggested meaning or to refute it (Kudina, 2019). 
When absorbing an item of knowledge conveyed by the book, the reader always 
correlates the incoming information with the earlier ideas and experiences that 
underpin her preliminary structures of understanding (Kudina, 2019). In parallel, 
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the reader’s physical perception of the world also plays a role. For example, it affects 
how the statements in the book reflect the current situation in the surrounding world 
and the views, not only of herself but also of her family and friends, that require an 
action by the reader (Kudina, 2019). This can inspire a new meaning of the book 
based on the effective story of the reader, the mediation ability of the e-book, and 
the proposed narrative of the book (Kudina, 2019). 
 Kudina focuses on the moral change and the change in values in society once the 
process of appropriation (meaning making) begins (Kudina 2019). She suggests 
viewing the moral landscape of people as part of the effective history that enables the 
appropriation of technology (Kudina, 2019). The lemniscate model makes it possible 
to distinguish an inalienable hermeneutic dimension of technological mediation 
from morality (Kudina, 2019). In the lemniscate, the productive history of humanity 
projects its initial prejudices about a new technology and confronts the normativity 
of technology, a conflict which is staged in certain practices through its design and 
actor intentions (Kudina, 2019). The interpretation process denotes an encounter 
and a revision of the originally projected values in the merging of several horizons 
(Kudina, 2019). The meaning of values stabilizes temporarily, whereby the originally 
projected values are either confirmed, revised, or supplemented with new normative 
levels (Kudina, 2019). The values at stake remain dynamic in the face of the contin-
uous process of interpretation. This process is guaranteed by the constantly 
expanding preexisting structures of human interpretation and contextual factors, 
and it is conveyed at the same time by the existing technology (Kudina, 2019). The 
technically mediated hermeneutic lemniscate reflects all these insights in their 
flowing and continuous movement between the human, technological, and secular 
parties in the process of interpretation (Kudina, 2019).  
 With the model of the lemniscate, Kudina (2019) shows that it is both the world 
and the technology that play a role in how we make sense of things. In this scheme, 
the world, as much as the technology, is an active component in sense-making. I 
argue that the model developed by Kudina allows the extension of Arendt’s under-
standing of the implications of the cultural products of homo faber – as the 
embodiment of the common sense of their time of creation – to material artifacts as 
well. This would also mean extending the influence of the cultural products of poiesis 
on the further appearances of praxis to material artifacts as well. Surprisingly, Arendt 
herself on one occasion acknowledged that our common sense is also informed by  
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physical, material products like public parks or buildings; however, she left this 
insight underdeveloped. Arendt writes:  

If … we understand the political in the sense of the polis, its end or raison d’être would 
be to establish and keep in existence a space where freedom as virtuosity can appear. 
This is the realm where freedom is a worldly reality, tangible in words which can be 
heard, in deeds which can be seen, and in events which are talked about, remembered 
and turned into stories before they are finally incorporated into the great storybook of 
history. Whatever occurs in this space of appearances is political by definition, even 
when it is not a direct product of action (Arendt, 2006a, p. 153).  

Following this, the model of the hermeneutic lemniscate, once added to the insight 
provided by Arendt, allows an acknowledgement that there is constant interplay 
between praxis and poiesis, and it is this interplay that adds to humans’ common 
sense, which is the basis for all understanding. Following the hermeneutic lemnis-
cate, such an argument for an interplay between praxis and poiesis in relation to 
meaning making does not subordinate one activity to the other. Because both praxis 
and poiesis are within the world, and because they are both for our shared common 
world – and by extension our common sense – the way in which we make sense of 
the world is an end product of the interplay between these two activities. We know 
that the meaning technology mediates is not static, and for technology to continue 
mediating meaning it has to be appropriated by praxis. In other words, technology 
has to be perceived, used or consumed in relation to the meaning that was mediated 
through the technology. Technological mediation of common sense, then, acknowl-
edges the following: a) that how we make sense of the world is the accumulation of 
the records of a constant engagement between praxis and poiesis, between authentic 
appearances of acting agents and the material, physical, or cultural world; b) that 
this engagement should be construed as “mediation,” where zoon politikon and homo 
faber coshape one another through the activities they carry out within the world; and 
c) that in this coshaping engagement between praxis and poiesis, not only the cultural 
products but also the material or physical products of homo faber are at play in how 
we make sense of the world.  
 Now that I have demonstrated the concept and the structure that allow for an 
acknowledgment of the implications of the material products of poiesis on praxis, it 
becomes essential to study this technological mediation. Following the 
(post)phenomenological turn to empirically informed microlevel studies, and to 
elaborate this expansion of Arendt’s political hermeneutics to materiality, an empiri-
cal exploration is necessary. In this exploration, I investigated the active role played 
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by Gezi Park44 (a public park in Istanbul) in the instigation of the Gezi Park protests 
and the formation of a heterogeneous public during the protests.  
 There are various interpretations as to why the Gezi Park protests happened and 
what was their goal: the phenomenon has been seen as a protest against the neolib-
eral policies of the government (Gürcan & Peker, 2015), or as citizens exercising 
their right to claim the city (Kuymulu, 2013), while some analyses have focused on 
class structure and the emergence of new classes (Keyder, 2014), others have 
considered public space and the importance of such a space for self-expression and 
democracy claims (Göle, 2013a, 2013b, 2013c), and still others have viewed the 
protests as an attempted coup against the government and the rule of the Justice and 
Development Party (AKP) (Ete, 2013) or as a heterogeneous movement that aims to 
change existing structures (Özen, 2015). These analyses also highlight the plural, 
interactional aspect of political experience in Gezi Park during the protests. While 
highlighting the diversity of social groups during the protests, these analyses all argue 
that the political value of the protests was in the struggle for power between the 
protesters and “the state,” namely the ruling party, the AKP. It is true that these 
studies all acknowledge the protesters were a heterogeneous group of people, but 
they also see this plurality of perspectives within the park as a weakness of the 
protests (Özen, 2015). While I do not reject the validity and importance of any of 
these analyses, there is something that is missing in all these studies (and is still 
missing today). This is a thorough investigation into the active role of the material, 
physical public park itself in instigating the protests and generating this heterogene-
ous public. In the following section, I present the case study and the methodology 
followed in this exploration in depth. 

___________________________________________________________________ 
44  Don Ihde (1990) considers all material artifice as a technology, from clothing to culinary 

technologies. He indicates that his concept of technology is “broad as possible while still retaining 
an emphasis upon its materiality” (Ihde, 1990, p. 21). Ihde argues: “virtually every area of praxis 
implicates a technology. From burial to birth to eating and working, the use of artifacts embedded 
in a patterned praxis demarcates the human within his or her world. To reverse the usual equation, 
the technological form of life is part and parcel of culture, just as culture in the human sense 
inevitably implies technologies” (Ihde, 1990, p. 20). Following Ihde, it is not too far-fetched to 
consider the material artifact Gezi Park as a technology as well. 
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4.2. Empirical Exlorations  

In this dissertation, the version of empirical philosophy I conduct is relatively 
“lightweight” in that it does not use empirical data as a groundwork for conceptual 
elaboration. Rather, it uses elements of ethnography through the conversations with 
the protest participants, which are also supported by the existing literature, for 
illustrative purposes and to set the stage for the analysis. The modest version of 
empirical philosophy I offer here thus does not purport to provide normative 
guidance. Following Annemarie Mol (2021), I embrace the idea that the stories told 
by the interviewees do not lead to theoretical conclusions but rather challenge our 
understanding of community, politics, and interaction. According to Mol (2021), 
empirical philosophy interferes with established reflexes about theory and in that 
respect has not only brought philosophy “down to earth but also altered the empiri-
cal” (Mol, 2021, p. 8).  
 The empirical investigation in this dissertation takes the form of a case study 
exploration of the role Gezi Park played during the Gezi Park protests. These 
protests, started on 30th May 2013 when Turkey’s largest city, Istanbul, witnessed 
public unrest in its central area, Gezi Park. During the protests, social media plat-
forms – especially Facebook and Twitter – played an important role. They offered a 
space for dissemination of information (nationally and internationally), as well as 
facilitating communication among protesters (Chrona & Bee, 2017). The park and 
the 2013 protests became synonymous; hence, to understand how the protests’ 
dynamics proceeded, it is also important to understand what the park itself contrib-
uted to their development. In this way, the Gezi Park protests present a curious 
intersection between political theory and philosophy of technology that includes not 
just the space for digital contestation but also the spatial and cultural arrangements 
that coshaped the protests.  
 In this empirical exploration, I draw heavily on the existing literature analyzing 
the events of the Gezi Park protests (Baban & Güzel, 2015; Chrona & Bee, 2017; 
Eken, 2015; Haciyakupoglu & Zhang, 2015; Kuymulu, 2013; Özbank, 2013; 
Tufekci, 2013, 2017). Occasionally, I also draw on the semistructured interviews I 
conducted with the citizens of Istanbul and the participants of the Gezi Park protests 
to illustrate and qualify the conceptual analysis. Both aspects of the analysis here 
provide insights for further exploring technopolitical mediation. In order to execute 
this modest empirical exploration, I conducted semistructured interviews with 10 
participants of the Gezi Park protests. In the following sub-sections, I present the 
data collection and data analysis methods that were followed in this dissertation.  
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4.2.1. Data Collection  

The aim of conducting the interviews was mainly to understand the influence of 
Gezi Park itself, the material public park, in how the protesters experienced the 
world before, during, and after the protests. While the existing literature mentioned 
above supports my findings, I thought it essential that I also talk to people and try to 
understand how they made sense of the protests.  
 The Gezi Park protests took place between 28th May and 20th August 2013. 
Between 31st May and 15th June 2013, Gezi Park was occupied by protesters. I 
conducted 10 interviews during April and May 2016. It took one and a half months 
to conduct all the interviews. Utilizing a snowball sampling technique, it took two 
weeks to recruit all participants of the interviews.  
 As can be seen from these dates, the interviews took place approximately three 
years after the protests occurred. Thus, the interviews that I conducted are based on 
the interviewees’ recollections of the events. The fact that these interviews are based 
on the memories of the participants requires an explanation. In this dissertation, the 
recollections of the participants are not presented as interchangeable with history. 
However, this does not mean that these recollections are unreliable. According to 
Keightley (2010), while not all memory can be perceived as an “inevitable product 
of a past experience” (Keightley, 2010, p. 57), it is an “active reconciliation of past 
and present” (Keightley, 2010, p. 57). Keightley explains that the act of remember-
ing itself is “a process of making sense of experience, of constructing and navigating 
complex temporal narratives, structures and ascribing not only to the past but to the 
present and future also” (Keightley 2010, p, 56). Supporting her claims with neuro-
logical and psychoanalytical studies, Keightley argues that “the meaning of the past 
in relation to the present is what is at stake here; memories are important as they 
bring our changing sense of who we are and who we were, coherently into view of 
one another” (Keightley, 2010, p. 57). According to Fivush (2013), recent research 
as indicated that individual memory should be understood as “a process and product 
of both individual and cultural construction” (p. 13). Fivush argues that we construct 
ourselves by telling and retelling stories about ourselves (p. 16). In that sense, Fivush 
argues, “our autobiographical memory is a fluid, dynamic system that is continuous-
ly evolving” (Fivush, 2013, p. 16). However, this does not mean that 
autobiographical memories are unreliable; rather, it shows that “the meaning of 
these stories changes according to how they are interpreted and evaluated and how 
they fit into the larger story of who we are” (p. 16). A person defines their life 
experiences within the culture that they belong to; therefore, individual autobio-
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graphical memories are influenced by sociocultural narrative forms (p. 16). In that 
sense, according to Fivush, autobiographical memory is “socially constructed in 
everyday storytelling that is itself shaped by cultural narrative frames” (p. 17). For 
Fivush, the research context is also a social interaction where 

researcher and participant mutually influence each other, and the ways in which re-
searchers choose to study autobiographical memory influence both the process of 
memory, as the participant narrates their past experiences to or with a researcher, and 
the product of memory that the participant produces for the researcher as a piece of da-
ta (Fivush, 2013, p. 17).  

According to Keightley, memory should be judged on its own terms, meaning that 
the particular truth about which the memory makes a claim should be identified 
(Keightley 2010). To that end, Fivush advocates “smaller, in-depth ‘thick’ studies of 
narrative that allow close investigation of the narrative being told, the individual 
doing the telling, and the context of the telling,” which later can inform larger, more 
controlled studies (Fivush, 2013, p. 25).  

4.2.2. Semistructured Interviews  

Since the event (the Gezi Park protests) took place in the past, and because I heavily 
relied on the autobiographical memory and recollection of the events of the partici-
pants, semistructured interviews proved to be the best method for conducting the 
interviews.  
 Semistructured interviews take the form of a verbal dialogue between the 
interviewer and the interviewee. This allows “the interviewer to delve into social and 
personal matters” (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006, p. 315). Semistructured 
interviews are flexible (Young et al., 2018), and therefore they enable an in-depth 
analysis while allowing the interviewer to ask additional questions “if an interesting 
or a new line of enquiry develops in the interview” (Young et al., 2018, p. 12). Since 
the researcher and the participant mutually influence one another, it is essential to 
maintain flexibility in this dialogue. Because the semistructured interview method 
includes this flexibility, it was chosen as a data collection method for this disserta-
tion.  
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4.2.3. The Interviews  

Before beginning each interview, I informed the participants in a briefing about 
confidentiality and the strictly scientific use of their data. After receiving their oral 
consent, I posed approximately 10 questions which fluid, meaning that they were 
developed and changed in a semi-structured way. Each interview lasted about an 
hour.  

4.2.4. Transcribing and Analyzing the Data  

All the interviews were conducted in the Turkish language and were translated into 
English by me after the transcription process. I used Atlas.ti software to analyze the 
transcriptions. Atlas.ti does not analyze the data; rather, it is a tool that supports the 
researcher in the process of qualitative data analysis (Friese, 2014). Following 
Friese’s suggestion, I made use of “computer-assisted NCT analysis” (Friese, 2014, 
p. 12), which allows the researcher to follow a linear process of analysis that starts 
with “noticing interesting things in the data, collecting these things and thinking 
about them, and then coming up with insightful results” (Friese, 2014, p. 12). The 
NCT method is only a way to manage data, which allows the researcher to prepare 
the data for analysis (Friese, 2014). Thus, it needs to be supported with certain 
research methodology “that prescribes the kinds of data to collect and how to 
approach their interpretation within a given epistemological framework” (Friese, 
2014, p. 19). To that end, I utilized thematic analysis, which is a method of “identi-
fying, analyzing, and reporting patterns (themes) within data” (Braun & Clarke, 
2006, p. 79).  
 The choice of thematic analysis was closely related to the content and context of 
the interviews. The aim of this empirical investigation was not reaching theoretical 
conclusions but taking lessons “from ordinary practices” (Mol, 2021, p. 21). Doing 
so allows philosophy to be “situated in the societal setting from which it emerged; 
and it may be read as infused with immanent exemplars, metaphors, and models” 
(Mol, 2021, p. 21). Therefore, it was necessary to choose a data analysis method for 
this study that would be free of theoretical frameworks.  
 Thematic analysis does not have a clear set of rules to be followed by the re-
searcher to conduct the analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Instead, it gives the 
researcher the freedom to discover the themes, while acknowledging the active role 
played by the researcher who will “select, edit and deploy” (Fine, 1992, p. 218) the 
data for their arguments. Thematic analysis does not follow any predetermined 
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theoretical framework like interpretative phenomenological analysis (Shinebourne, 
2011), narrative analysis (Kim, 2015), discourse analysis (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002), 
or conversation analysis (Hutchby, 2017). This gives the method the possibility of 
being “used within different theoretical frameworks, and it can be used to do 
different things within them” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.81)  
 Thematic analysis can include three different methods: essentialist (or realist), 
constructionist, or contextualist (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The essentialist (or realist) 
method would report the “experiences, meanings and the reality of participants.” 
The constructionist method would examine “the ways in which events, realities, 
meanings, experiences and so on are the effects of a range of discourses operating 
within society” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 81). Finally, there is the contextualist 
method: 

sitting between the two poles of essentialism and constructionism … which 
acknowledge the ways individuals make meaning of their experience, and, in turn, the 
ways the broader social context impinges on those meanings, while retaining focus on 
the material and other limits of ‘reality’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 81). 

In that sense, “thematic analysis can be a method that” can “both reflect and 
unravel reality” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.81) It should be acknowledged that any 
theoretical framework Carries within itself a number of assumptions related to the 
“nature of the data, what they represent in terms of the ‘the world’ [and]‘reality’” 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 81). What is essential is to make these assumptions 
transparent.  
A theme in thematic analysis is “something important about the data in relation to 
the research question, and represents some level of patterned response or meaning 
within the data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.82) Ideally, these themes would 
emerge within the data set multiple times, although when this happens with a theme, 
it does not mean that the theme is crucial (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The judgment of 
the researcher here is vital to determine what a theme has potential (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). Therefore, the importance of a theme is not related to how many 
times it appears in the data set but rather depends on its ability to capture an 
important aspect of the overall research question (Braun & Clarke, 2006). In sum, in 
thematic analysis, the researcher searches for repeated patterns of meaning (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). Below, I provide an overview of the six phases I followed in the 
analysis process, as defined by Braun and Clarke.  
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4.2.5. Phase 1: Familiarizing Oneself With the Data 

Since I collected the data myself, I already had some prior knowledge of the data. 
For Braun and Clarke, the researcher having initial analytic interests or thoughts 
because they are also the collector of the data is acceptable (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
What is essential is that the researcher immerses themself in the data by repeated 
reading and searching for patterns and meanings (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Following 
Braun and Clarke’s suggestion, I read the entire data set twice before coding. 
Supported with Friese’s “computer-assisted NCT analysis” (Friese, 2014, p. 12), in 
this first phase I wrote down notes. Following Braun and Clarke, I did not try to 
code in this first phase, even though it is suggested by Friese’s NCT. Braun and 
Clarke suggests that the researcher spends extra time to guarantee the accuracy of 
the transcripts (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Refraining from coding in this initial stage 
allowed me to pay more attention to making sure that the transcripts matched the 
original audio recordings.  

4.2.6. Phase 2: Generating Initial Codes  

In this phase, according to Braun and Clarke, the researcher produces the initial 
codes based on the initial list of ideas they have created after reading the transcripts 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). As thematic analysis focuses primarily (or exclusively) on 
only one level of analysis, the codes that the researcher creates showcase the features 
of the data. In my analysis, this was at the semantic level. According to Braun and 
Clarke, data can be analyzed thematically on two levels, semantic or latent (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). The semantic level is aimed at showcasing explicit content, not 
looking for a deeper understanding of data but rather only showing what the 
participant has said or written (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The latent level goes beyond 
the semantic content of data and aims at revealing underlying “ideas, assumptions, 
and conceptualizations – and ideologies – that are theorized as shaping or informing 
the semantic content of the data” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 84). Thus, latent-level 
thematic analysis is rather interpretative work, whereas semantic-level thematic 
analysis is explicit work. According to Braun and Clarke, in semantic analysis,  

Ideally, the analytic process involves a progression from description, where the data 
have simply been organized to show patterns in semantic content, and summarized, to 
interpretation, where there is an attempt to theorize the significance of the patterns and 
their broader meanings and implications (Patton, 1990) often in relation to previous lit-
erature (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.13). 
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Following this description of the process, semantic analysis proved to be a better fit 
to analyze the data in this dissertation. Therefore, the analysis was done on the 
semantic level, the significance of patterns being decided based on the theory from 
the previous literature Therefore, the analysis was done on the semantic level.  
 Braun and Clarke argue that the coding process will depend on whether the 
themes will be more data driven or theory driven or if the researcher aims to code 
the entire data set or only a small feature of it (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Following 
Braun and Clarke, I worked systematically through the entire data set, identified the 
codes, and matched them with the data extracts to demonstrate the codes (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). I coded as many patterns as possible, coded the data extracts inclu-
sively, and sometimes coded the same extract several times if it might be relevant for 
different themes. Figure 3 shows a screenshot of four codes assigned to one data 
extract. In total, I created 187 codes from 297 data extracts.  
 

 
Figure 3: Example of Codes Assigned to Data Extract 

4.2.7. Phase 3: Searching for Themes  

After coding all the data, in this phase, I sorted different codes into potential themes 
and collated them to relevant data extracts (Braun & Clarke, 2006). According to 
Braun and Clarke, in this phase the researcher already starts analyzing the codes, 
considers how different codes could be linked to one another, and contemplates 
under which theme this link would make sense (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Braun and 
Clarke suggest creating a thematic map to visually support thinking about the links; 
for this, I used Atlas.ti’s report feature (Friese, 2014). 
 

 
Figure 4: Example of Code-to-Code Links 
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I finalized this phase by collecting the candidate themes and sub-themes and the 
extracts of the data that had been collected with them (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

4.2.8. Phase 4: Reviewing Themes  

In this phase, Braun and Clarke suggest refining the previously created themes 
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). Some candidate themes can prove not really to be themes. 
For example, there might not be enough data to support a certain theme, some 
themes can merge, and some “themes might need to be broken down into separate 
themes” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.91). According to Braun and Clarke, in this stage, 
it is advised to take into account Patton’s (Patton, 1990) “criteria of internal homo-
geneity and external heterogeneity” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.91). Following these 
two criteria necessitates two levels of reviewing the data (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 
Level one, involving internal homogeneity, focuses on reviewing the coded data 
extracts (Braun & Clarke, 2006). By reading all the extracts for each theme, one can 
observe if they form a pattern (Braun & Clarke, 2006). If they do, then one can 
move on to the second level (Braun & Clarke, 2006). If they do not, then the re-
searcher needs to examine if the theme is problematic, or if some data extracts 
simply do not fit with any of the themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Level two, involv-
ing external heterogeneity, follows similar steps to level one but extends it to the 
entire data set (Braun & Clarke, 2006). At this stage, the researcher also considers 
the validity of individual themes and checks if the thematic map reflects the data set. 
Following these two levels in this phase, I began to form a reasonably good impres-
sion of what the themes of this data could be and how they might fit together.  

4.2.9. Phase 5: Defining and Naming the Themes  

After completing a satisfactory thematic map, I defined and refined the themes (or 
identified the essence of what each theme was about) in order to present them for 
my analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Going back and forth between the collated 
extracts for each theme, I managed to organize them into a consistent narrative. 
Following Braun and Clarke’s advice, I did not paraphrase the data extracts, but I 
identified what was interesting about them (Braun & Clarke, 2006) in order to see 
better how they fit the overall story in relation to the research question. According to 
Braun and Clarke, the best way to test if a theme is really a theme according to the 
researcher’s data is to check if it can be summarized in one or two sentences (Braun 
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& Clarke, 2006). By the end of this phase, based on my data set and in relation to 
this dissertation’s research question, I had established the following four themes:  
Material structure of the park: This theme is about the physical setting of Gezi 
Park.  
• Online (digital environments): This theme is about the influence of social 

media platforms and online environments during the protests.  
• Citizen values: This theme is about why people joined the protests and what 

their motivations were for being there.  
• Politics in the park: This theme is about the political content of human 

interaction in the park.  

4.2.10. Phase 6: Producing the Report 

Phase 6 is the final analysis of the finalized themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.93) In 
this phase, I went back and forth in the themes and illustrative quotes and wrote an 
elaborate report. 

4.2.11. The Process of Thematic Analysis  

The whole process of conducting the interviews, transcribing them, and analyzing 
them took about six and a half months. Thematic analysis involves a constant 
moving back and forth (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Since there is no agreed, one way of 
doing thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), I decided to follow Braun and 
Clarke’s step-by-step guide after finishing my training in using Atlas.ti for qualitative 
analysis at the University of Twente.  
 Like every qualitative analysis, this analysis has its limitations. The first was the 
political environment in Turkey. Even though there was no censorship by the 
government of people’s everyday speech, the respondents were sometimes self-
censoring, which was evident in the fact that one of them might stop speaking in the 
middle of a sentence, for example. Another limitation is the scope of the interviews. I 
could only interview 10 people, which does not allow me to make a factual claim 
about the data set.  
 Even though these limitations are present, they do not negate the validity of the 
claims within the illustrative quotes that are presented in the case study sections of 
this dissertation. This lightweight empirical contribution, as mentioned, sheds a 
particular light and instigates a unique perspective on the political quality of public 
parks and the political content of episodes of public unrest.  
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 In the next section, I present the case study and, by discussing its findings in light 
of the implications of the material products of poiesis on praxis, I develop technologi-
cal mediation of common sense.  

4.3. Gezi Park and Technological Mediation of Common Sense  

In this section, I combine the results of my empirical exploration with the proposed 
extension of Arendtian political hermeneutics to materiality. This allows me to argue 
that technologies mediate common sense since they are the material form of the 
cultural memory of the society in which they are embedded. I portray this argument 
in relation to the findings of the case study in three steps. First, I show that Gezi Park 
is a political space for Turkish people because of its meaning within the common 
cultural context of the people. Following from this, in the second sub-section, I show 
that the people of Turkey resisted the impending demolition of Gezi Park because of 
its meaning and its place in their common cultural framework. Thus, I demonstrate 
that Gezi Park mediated common sense, as it is the material form of the cultural 
memory of Turkey. In the third sub-section, I show that the use of digital spaces was 
also influential in the technological mediation of common sense. 

4.3.1. Gezi Park: History, Culture, and Design  

Gezi Park is one of the most important public parks in Istanbul. There are several 
cultural and historical reasons for the park’s importance: First, it is directly adjacent 
to Taksim Square, which is a concrete representation of the secular transformation 
of the country (Yildirim & Erdem, 2007). Second, the area that includes Taksim 
Square and Gezi Park has a special place in the memory of leftist groups in Turkey, 
since Taksim Square hosted the events of the Labor Day massacre of 1977. Third, 
Gezi Park was designed to implement western-style patterns of socializing in Turkish 
society. The location of the park also makes it a significant space for public gather-
ings. According to one of my respondents,  

Taksim and Gezi Park is a place where one way or another your paths cross with these 
public areas. If someone comes to Istanbul for the first time, they go to Taksim, where 
shall I go? I should go to Taksim … for example, a lot of friends of mine from university 
who came from Diyarbakir, Mardin, or Sirnak [cities in the east of Turkey]45 first went 

___________________________________________________________________ 
45  My explanation.  
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to Taksim the moment they came to Istanbul. Because Taksim is a very different place, 
it is the heart of Istanbul and everyone absolutely passed through that park too.46 

Taksim Square is an inclusive space where daily activities, as well as leisure activities, 
are Carried out by a vast diversity of people. According to Baykan and Hatuka 
(2010), Taksim Square is 

a place bustling with the movement of traffic and people, locals and tourists. Its vastness 
and facilities allow for different practices – sitting [near the monument] or in a café, 
shopping, eating and commuting. It is a place which maintains a reciprocal daily rela-
tionship between its space and the crowd’s trajectories (Baykan & Hatuka, 2010, p. 59). 

In the space that is occupied by Gezi Park today, there used to be an artillery 
barracks and its courtyard, built between 1803 and 1806, during the Ottoman 
Period (Baykan & Hatuka, 2010). Baykan and Hatuka state that 

During the First World War, this installation was abandoned, and after 1921, the 
courtyard became a stadium, and the interior areas of the barracks were used as casinos 
and workshops. In 1940, the building was demolished to create an open space for a 
park. Apart from the barracks and the water reservoir, there were also cemeteries 
around the open space” (Baykan & Hatuka, 2010, pp. 53-54).  

In time, the Beyoglu district, where this open space was situated, expanded, and 
new, upscale residences were built around the Taksim area, close to the lively 
western lifestyle that people enjoyed in Beyoglu (Baykan & Hatuka, 2010). Accord-
ing to Baykan and Hatuka (2010), Taksim Square is a monument that signifies 
Turkey’s “changing socio-political modes of operation” (Baykan & Hatuka, 2010, p. 
51). Even though the transformation of Taksim Square can be traced back to the 
19th century, Baykan and Hatuka argue that the space evolved as a monument 
during the transformations of the 20th century and became a “concrete representa-
tion of the Turkish secular state” (Baykan & Hatuka, 2010, p. 51).  
 The physical transformation of the square and the construction of Gezi Park 
date back to the early 20th century. In 1936, the municipality of Istanbul offered 
Henry Prost the task of turning the area that was left after the demolition of the 
___________________________________________________________________ 

46  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Taksim herkesin gezi parkı herkesin yolunun bir şekilde 
önünden geçtiği bi yer yani istanbula ilk gelen insan taksime gidiyo nereye gideyim taksime gideyim 
benim mesela üniversitede çok diyarbakırdan mardinden şırnaktan gelen arkadaşım istanbula gelir 
gelmez ilk taksime gittiler çünkü taksim çok başka bi yer orası istanbulun kalbi ve herkes mutlaka o 
parkın içinden geçti zaten.” 
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artillery barracks into a public park. In 1939, Prost’s masterplan for Istanbul was 
endorsed by the Ministry of Public Works46F

47 (Gül, 2009). Even though it proved 
impossible to implement Prost’s entire plan due to financial hardships caused by the 
Second World War (Gül, 2009), the transformation Prost wanted to implement in 
Taksim Square and its surrounding area was realized (Gül, 2009, p. 116). The plan 
was supposed to be in line with the agenda of the new secular republic, expressing 
the “discourses on republicanism, civic rights, progress, secularism and civilisation” 
(Baykan & Hatuka, 2010, p. 55). According to Gul, the reorganization of Taksim 
and its surrounding area was the centerpiece of Prost’s master plan (Gül, 2009). Gezi 
Park was initially named “The Inonu Gezisi” (Inonu Promenade) after the second 
president of Turkey, Ismet Inonu (Gül, 2009, p. 116). The Promenade was estab-
lished on a site of 26,000 square meters, “specifically planned as a walking route 
with grassed areas, flowerbeds, magnolias, trees, seating benches and kiosks for 
concerts of the Municipal Philharmonic Orchestra” (Gül, 2009, p. 116). In time, 
Gezi Park became a central spot for spending leisure hours, in the middle of a busy 
area where one could relax and enjoy some free time. Akpınar and Şoher argue that 
“the geometrical design of the park, sequentially rooted up trees, carefully placed 
flower bulbs, the pool and the statues are pointing to more than an architectural 
choice”48 (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013, p. 5). 
 

___________________________________________________________________ 
47  Gezi Park is only one material infrastructure – the one that I pay attention to – within many other 

structures in Prost’s master plan of Istanbul. The whole master plan consisted of “the division of the 
city into industrial, commercial, residential and recreational zones and the establishment of an 
effective transportation system” (Gül, 2009, p. 98). It is not within the scope of this dissertation to 
analyze the ideological transformation of the city of Istanbul in line with the secular, Kemalist 
republic. For more on this, see Gül (2009). 

48  Translated from Turkish. Original: Bugün “Avrupalılaştırma, nezihleştirme, sekülerleştirme, 
vatandaşlaştırma” üzerinden de okunabilecek geometrik düzen, sırayla dikilmiş ağaçlar, muntazam 
çiçek tarhları, havuz ve heykeller Taksim’de mimari kurgudan çok daha fazlasına işaret ederler” 
(Akpınar & Şoher, 2013, p. 5).  
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Figure 5: Prost’s Design for Gezi Park. (Prost, 1935-1959)  

 

What this means is that the park was not created solely as a space for people to 
spend leisure time; the architect and the municipality of Istanbul had other things in 
mind. When journalists asked Prost why he was designing parks for Istanbul, and 
said that the reason for him to design the parks was to take the women and children 
out of their cages (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013). Considering the time when this project 
was given to Prost, it should be noted that 10 years before, in 1926, Turkey had 
adapted the Swiss Civil Code and given women “equality in civil rights” (Üngör, 
1968). Two years prior to Prost’s appointment, in 1934, Turkish women were given 
fully fledged citizenship, including the right to vote and be elected (Üngör, 1968). In 
Prost’s master plan, the parks and promenades were designed for men and women 
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who are participating equally in public life to enjoy social and recreational activities 
together, which would not be possible in the traditional mahalle (Gül, 2009). A mahalle  

is a space which extends the interior space of the family to the residential street; it is a 
space of belonging and collectivity. The most important practice for creating and sus-
taining the familiar spaces of mahalle life is neighboring (komsuluk), which makes home 
spaces open to neighbors. The cultural practice of neighboring is gendered, relying in 
part on traditional gender roles for women as wives and mothers which place them at 
home during the day (Mills, 2007, p. 336).  

The secular republic of Turkey, then, aimed at moving women beyond their tradi-
tional gender roles in mahalles, providing them with spaces to move about, while 
endowing them with the freedom to do so through legal reformations. Prost’s designs 
for public spaces, and his suggestions in the master plan for Istanbul, support radical 
social and cultural transformation for a mixed society49 (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013, p. 
5). The design of the park, including the sequential planting of trees, allows people to 
see others while walking in the park and at the end of the walking route, and there is 
a circular area where park benches are located. This design was created to allow 
people, who are free to move about in the park, to encounter one another and 
possibly interact if they wish to do so. 
 Recreational areas in Turkey, which were created during the 20th century, are 
not only a matter of adornment but an original feature of Turkish modernization 
(Akpınar & Şoher, 2013). Creating spaces as such points to a radical change in 
urban life, since this caused a new social life by changing the structural environment 
of the city (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013). The public spaces within the master plan of 
Istanbul become a political and social instrument, not only for visual adornment and 
to connect various regions but also to transform the Muslim Ottoman subjects into 
secular citizens of the nation state50 (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013, p. 6) . According to 
Akpınar and Şoher, this plan illustrates that planning of a public space not only 
covers spatial elements but also allows men and women to freely enjoy mixed public 

___________________________________________________________________ 
49  Translated from Turkish. Original “Prost, karma bir toplum için kamusal mekanlar ile master 

plandaki önerilerinin radikal sosyal ve kültürel dönüşümü desteklediğini yineler” (Akpınar & Şoher, 
2013, p. 5). 

50  Translated from Turkish. Original “Istanbul master planının kamusal mekanları, yalnız görsel 
güzelleştirme ve çeşitli bölgelerin bağlanması değil, ama Müslüman Osmanlı tebasının, ulus 
devletin seküler vatandaşlarına dönüşümünde güçlü politik ve sosyal araç olur” (Akpınar & Şoher, 
2013, p. 5-6). 
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life (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013). Thus, the plan becomes the legitimizing platform that 
allows theoretical reforms to be seen, both on a national scale that covers the 
conservative religious segment of society and on an international scale, especially by 
Western European countries (Akpınar & Şoher, 2013). This recreational and 
cultural space became the showcase of the new Turkish Republic (Akpınar & Şoher, 
2013).  
 Taksim Square was also appropriated by different dimensions and groups of 
people over time. According to Gul et al. (Gül et al., 2014), Taksim Square has 
hosted various labor demonstrations and Labor Day celebrations, as well as new 
year celebrations and football celebrations. In short, it is the gathering spot for 
different interest groups to raise their voices, for whatever reason they may have 
(Gül et al., 2014). The square, and its surrounding area, has a powerful image and 
status in the minds of the Turkish people. As one respondent said,  

Taksim means freedom, I mean, if a girl from a conservative family goes to Taksim, it 
wouldn’t be very welcomed, what does it mean that you are going to Taksim? I mean, 
because Taksim means freedom, it means a young person can walk around freely, sit in 
a park and drink a beer freely … Actually we shouldn’t expect too much from a coun-
try where being able to sit in a park and drink a beer means freedom … but you don’t 
think about this in Taksim, it is more like your own space of freedom, it feels like it is not 
tainted.51 

This response shows exactly why the Gezi Park protests happened in Gezi Park: 
because of how that space was designed and what had previously happened in that 
space; because of what that space means for people, what that space enabled to 
appear, how people’s stories were told, and what these stories represent.  
 Whitehead and Bozoğlu (2016, p. 1) present the Taksim-Gezi area as a “site of 
ground memories,” which are appropriated differently by different groups of people. 
Whitehead and Bozoğlu argue that Taksim Square is an “identity place,” explaining 
that such a “place is formed into embodied historiography and material for identity 
construction” (Whitehead & Bozoğlu, 2016, p. 4). Such a place, according to 

___________________________________________________________________ 
51  Translated from Turkish. Original: “taksim birazcık özgürlük demek yani muhafazakar bi ailede 

bir kızın taksime gidiyo olması büyük ihtimalle kötü karşılanıcak bişey ne demek taksime gidiyosun 
yani çünkü taksim bi yerde birazda özgürlük demek bir gencin rahat rhat gezebiliyo demek parkta 
oturup bira içebiliyo olmak demek yani parkta oturup bira içebiliyo olmanın özgürlük olduğu bir 
ülkeden zaten bişey beklemememiz lazım … taksimde bunu düşünmüyosun orası daha senin 
özgürlük alanın orası çok dokunulmamış bi yer gibi.”  
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Whitehead and Bozoğlu “is remade as a source through which people may construct 
their own identities in relation to a politically-framed, geographically-located past, 
even where the “past” in question extends back well before people’s own lifetimes” 
(Whitehead & Bozoğlu, 2016, p. 4). What this means is that, when people associate a 
place with historical events that they define as significant for their identities, that 
place becomes an identity place, in Whitehead and Bozoglu’s terms (Whitehead & 
Bozoğlu, 2016, p. 4). An identity place is also called a “ground of memory,” because 
these places housed various political activities, from state actions to political protests 
(Whitehead & Bozoğlu, 2016, p. 5). However, the memory housed by this ground is 
not one collective memory, but instead plural ground memories; these memories are 
vivacious, in the sense that a place can host different and even conflicting memories, 
which can lead to different place identities that are associated with those memories 
(Whitehead & Bozoğlu, 2016). According to Whitehead and Bozoğlu,  

Ground memories are evident physical traces, presentations, and constructions of place 
histories that enable, influence, or inform human behaviours, beliefs, and senses of be-
longing. The sense of “ground” here is both physical and metaphorical. It is the earth 
and what is buried in it, what is or was known to be built on it, was erased from it or 
took place on it (Whitehead & Bozoğlu, 2016, p. 5). 

Referring to Till’s52 work (Till, 2005), Whitehead and Bozoğlu align themselves with 
the conceptualization of places as having relational agency, since they are the scenes of 
experiences that enable and mediate social spaces and temporalities (Whitehead & 
Bozoğlu, 2016). This relational agency, for Whitehead and Bozoğlu, stems from the 
fact that these places Carry within themselves the traces of interactions that hap-
pened in them (Whitehead & Bozoğlu, 2016).  
 I argue that Whitehead and Bozoglu’s understanding of Gezi Park as a ground of 
memory allows the articulation of Gezi Park as a space of appearance that is “politi-
cal by definition … even if there is no action performed at the moment” (Arendt, 
2006a, p. 153). As I mentioned before, Arendt, only once, acknowledged that some 
material, physical spaces carry the traces of the actions that happened in them 
before, in a similar way to cultural artifacts being the end result of poiesis (Arendt, 
2006a). Turkish people know what Gezi Park means because of their shared com-
mon world, which relies on their common sense. The common sense of the time of 

___________________________________________________________________ 
52  In this work, Karen Till investigates the intricate relationship between social memory, national 

identity, and places such as museums and memorial spaces. For more on this, see Till (2005).  



Technological Mediation of Common Sense 

153 

its construction, which could be translated as becoming free citizens rather than the 
subjects of the Ottoman Sultan, was embedded in the park. In that sense, Gezi Park 
presents a unique case of how the common sense of the community can have a 
material representation. People are drawn to these physical public spaces because 
those spaces have meaning for them. People remember what happened in them, and 
those events mean something for the people as individuals and as a community. 
However, these memories are not constant; not everyone remembers the same thing 
related to the physical space, and not everyone engages in the same way, but 
everyone has some sort of engagement.  
 If it is possible to extend Arendt’s articulation of cultural artifacts stabilizing the 
appearance of praxis retroactively to material artifacts, Gezi Park can be construed as 
such an artifact, based on its history and its space in the cultural framework of the 
community in which it is embedded. If this is so, I argue that the fact that cultural 
artifacts also influence further appearances of praxis prospectively can be extended to 
material artifacts, exemplified by Gezi Park, as well. The park itself is a space for 
freedom in the common sense of the Turkish people, and therefore it inspires the 
political activities of the people who interact with it. In the following sub-section, I 
explore the Gezi Park protests that took place in response to the proposed demoli-
tion of the park. In this exploration, I present the influence of Gezi Park itself, the 
material public park, in how the participants experienced the world before, during, 
and after the protests. 

4.3.2. The Gezi Park Protests 

In May 2013, civil unrest broke out in Turkey, initially to contest the urban devel-
opment plan for Taksim Gezi Park in Istanbul. Before sunrise on May 31st, police 
forces entered the park and violently dispersed the protesters who occupied the park 

in order to stop its demolition as part of a municipal urban renewal project. (Gür-
can & Peker, 2015). Before May 31st had ended, hundreds of thousands of people 
across the country took to the streets in a spontaneous and collective response to 
what they perceived as the government's increasing authoritarianism and conserva-

tism (Gürcan & Peker, 2015). With this, a simple urban park was transformed into 
“a symbol of resistance against the increasingly authoritarian and socially interven-

tionist rule” of the government (Gürcan & Peker, 2015, p.7). During the 
protests, violent scenes and clashes between protesters and police officers erupted 

around Gezi Park and Taksim Square (Gürcan & Peker, 2015). By June 15th, 
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due to the excessive use of force by the police, the protesters had left the park 

(Gürcan & Peker, 2015). 
 The reason for the destruction of Gezi Park was the “Taksim Pedestrianization 
Project,” which the ruling AKP government and the municipality of Istanbul 
wanted to implement. The project aimed at a total renewal of the Taksim and Gezi 
Park area. To provide a short background, since the general election of 2002, the 
AKP had been ruling Turkey as a single-party government with a specific focus on 
Islamic-based policies, such as ending the ban on headscarves53 and supporting 
Imam Hatip (clergy) schools (Kaya, 2015, p. 50). It was only the third Islamist party 
in the modern Turkish Republic to become a part of the government (Kaya, 2015). 
After 2002, the AKP gained an absolute majority in parliamentary seats in the 
general elections of 2007 and 2011, and in the local elections of 2004, 2009, and 
2014 (Kaya, 2015). Erdoğan was very successful in relating to people in “subaltern, 
conservative, and religious circles,” who perceived him as one of them (Kaya, 2015, 
p. 50). Turkey has had a problematic relationship with Islam since the establishment 
of the modern Kemalist Republic. The abolition of the Caliphate of Islam and of the 
monarchy was implemented by an act of parliament, but this legal abolition did not 
mean that their demise was accepted by the people of the country (Ahmad, 1993). 
Modern Turkish history is full of moments where Islamic parties were shut down 
and governments abolished54 (Kaya, 2015). The rule of the AKP became the 
antithesis to the secular Kemalist ideology in Turkey. Referring to their concept of 
rule as “conservative democracy,” the AKP criticized all previous governments that 
had adapted Kemalist ideology in Turkey as “despotic, oppressive, imposing, 
homogenizing, proclamation from above, and social engineering” (Kaya, 2015, p. 
54). Conservative democracy was proposed as being a counter to “political projects 
of social engineering” (Kaya, 2015, p. 54), allowing citizens religious freedom and 
thus aiming to represent excluded Islamic values (Kaya, 2015, p. 54). According to 
Kaya, the AKP aims at Islamizing Turkey by revitalizing “religiosity in the age of 
globalization” and by “highlighting the power of the individual, family, charity, 
___________________________________________________________________ 

53  According to the literature, the headscarf is perceived in Turkey as a symbol of resistance against 
the Kemalist reforms that aimed at the separation of state and religion, which was the basis of the 
new Republic of Turkey (Lewis, 1968). 

54  It is not within the scope of this dissertation to discuss in depth the conflict between Islam and 
Kemalism in Turkey. However, I consider it useful at least to mention that the Islamism of the 
AKP government and the support of its “conservative democracy” has deep historical roots in 
Turkey. For more on this, see Ahmad (1993). 
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faith-based organisations, community, and Islam” (Kaya, 2015, p. 63). Religious 
revivalism is also implemented by the AKP through attempts to criminalize adultery, 
lifting the headscarf ban, reinforcing familial values, and revitalizing conservative 
values. Additionally, it takes the form of Islamizing public spaces by means such as 
building mosques, turning churches into mosques, and attempting and succeeding in 
separating female and male students (Kaya, 2015, p. 63).  
 The Taksim Pedestrianization Project, which included the the revival of the 
Ottoman artillery barracks in the space that was occupied by Gezi Park, was just 
one among many Islamization projects the AKP government had been carrying out. 
The project received much criticism from “architects, professional bodies, nongov-
ernmental organisations and community groups” (Gül et al., 2014, p. 68), and most 
of this criticism was related to the lack of communication between these stakeholders 
and the municipality of Istanbul. According to Gul et al., one of the greatest objec-
tions to the project rested on the fact that not only would Gezi Park, a public space 
open to all for recreation, be demolished and replaced by a building, but also that 
this building would be a private enterprise – a shopping mall (Gül et al., 2014, p. 
69). Some of my respondents perceived this pedestrianization project as an attack on 
the leftist and secular significance of Taksim. One respondent said,  

In that Taksim, in 1977, 34 people got killed … now, look, cities have squares that are 
the soul of them, as a political scientist I wouldn’t say or write this … but I do think we 
can make such a comparison or use it as analogically Ms. Baş, Tahrir square in Egypt is 
such a square. For example in New York, there is no such square, for example Scotty 
Park, I went and lived in New York for years, but New York doesn’t have a space in 
which people can gather together, Ankara has Kizilay, Izmir has Gundogdu … the 
thing is, what Tayyip Erdoğan did was an intervention in the collective past of the left.55 

The event the respondent refers to as a collective memory of the left happened on 1st 

May 1977, when thousands of people gathered to celebrate Labor Day in Taksim 

Square, and 34 were killed during the violent demonstrations that followed.56 What 

___________________________________________________________________ 
55  Translated from Turkish. Original: “77de o taksimde 34 kişi öldürüldü şimdi bakın şehirlerin ruhu 

olan meydanları vardır siyaset bilimci olarak bunu söylemem yazmam da öyle bir benzetme 
analojik birşey kullanabilceğimizi düşünüyorum melis hanım tahrir meydanı mısırda öyledir mesela 
new yokrta yoktur mesela scotty park gittim yıllarca new yorkta yaşadım new yorkun böyle bir 
biraraya gelincek alanı yoktur ankaranın kızılayı vardır izmirin gündoğdusu vardır ... oraya zaten o 
solun kollektif geçmişine bir müdahaleydi tayyip erdoğanın yaptığı.” 

56  For more on this, see Baykan and Hatuka (2010).  
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was surprising and significant about the Gezi Park protests was the plural, interac-

tional aspect of political experience. For example, Gürcan and Peker argue:  

what is to note as a unique characteristic of the GPPs57 is the unlikely alliance and soli-
darity established among a diversity of groups. A week prior to the protests, the idea of 
bringing together such multitude of ideologies would be dismissed by any specialist in 
Turkey. The protest cycle took everybody by surprise. Groups with strong Kurdish and 
Turkish nationalist tendencies, secularists, and devoted Islamists, Feminist LGBT 
communities and groups with patriarchal mentalities, fans of antagonistic soccer clubs, 
various class factions, and so on unexpectedly joined together against the authoritarian-
ism of AKP, and its leader in particular. We hold that the political significance and 
strength of GPPs stem largely from those unlikely alliances. These alliances … opened 
up the possibility of communication, empathy and solidarity between groups that were 
at best indifferent to each other (Gürcan & Peker, 2015, p. 96). 

The political environment of the country before the Gezi Park protests can be 
described as highly polarized. According to a survey and analysis conducted by 
Lindqvist and Östling (2010), Turkey ranked second highest in terms of political 
polarization among 74 democratic countries worldwide. It was clear from the 
respondents’ answers that these people attended the Gezi Park protests not because 
they had a certain idea or ideology in their minds. They wanted to support the 
protesters within the park, and they wanted to be able to stop the demolition of the 
park, a decision that had been taken without them being consulted. They wanted to 
say that they were there, they existed, and their opinions mattered. As one respond-
ent said, 

the park influenced my ideas about politics because you feel a very strong power, I 
mean I can do it, I can pour down the streets, that makes you realize that I have power, 
I don’t belong to any political party, I haven’t participated in anything before and there 
are a lot people like this, a very apolitical group of people but they are in the front lines, 
that allows you to be able to fight with your life on the line, it really makes you feel con-
fident in yourself … in the sense that I have confidence in me and the people around 
me, I mean there is nothing secure about the situation but that was something I have 
never felt before.58  

___________________________________________________________________ 
57  Gezi Park Protests.  
58  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Park benim politika hakkindaki dusuncelerimi etkiledi yani 

çünkü çok büyük bi kuvvet hissediyosunuz orda yani yapabilirim o sokağa dökülebilirim ve 
akabinde verdiği şey var yani hani benim de bi gücüm varmış ben hiçbi siyasi partiye üye değilim 
hiçbişeye katılmamışım ve orda bi sürü insan aynı şekilde bu kadar apolitik bi insan grubunu ön 
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What this respondent mentions is one of the surprising aspects of the Gezi Park 
protests: the gathering of a multiplicity of agents from various ideological back-
grounds. Below, I provide the results of a survey carried out by Konda (2014), a 
research company in Turkey. I refer to Konda’s research because it was conducted 
while the protests were still going on, whereas I was only able to interview the 
participants of the protests three years after the event had occurred. To avoid 
uncritically accepting accounts of the past that may have been romanticized by my 
respondents, I refer to Konda’s research as a checkpoint to compare and contrast 
respondents’ claims with the Konda survey results. According to Konda’s research, 
only 21.1% of the protesters were members of a political party, association, or some 
similar kind of nonprofit organization. (Konda, 2014) However, 31% would have 
voted for the Republican People’s Party (CHP) if there had been elections at that 
time (Konda, 2014). A further 29% were undecided, 18% would not have been able 
to choose a party, and 8% would have voted for the Peace and Democracy Party 
(BDP) (Konda, 2014). It can be seen that the crowd that was in the park during the 
protests consisted of various factions and affiliations as well as no affiliations at all. 
According to Konda’s research, the various points at which people decided to attend 
the protests were as follows:  
• When I heard about the Taksim project (10.2%)  
• When they tried to uproot the trees (19.0%)  
• When I saw the police violence (49.1%)  
• When I heard the comments of Prime Minister Erdoğan (14.2%)  
• When I saw the ambience in Taksim (4.3 %) (Konda, 2014) 
 
From the statistics above, it can be seen that 29.2% of the participants were moti-
vated by protecting the existence of the park as it was: That is, 10.2% of the 
participants were moved to attend the protests because they opposed the demolition 
of the public park and the building of a shopping mall in its stead, and 19% were 
moved to attend the protests because they wanted to protect the trees in this public 
park – a space of leisure and a potential space of appearance in the biggest square of 
Istanbul. According to Konda’s research, when the participants of the protests were 
asked about how they perceived themselves, 61.9% saw themselves as members of a 

 
saflarda ve bu kadar canla başla savaştırabilen bişey yani çok gerçekten insan yani acaip bi kendine 
güven hissediyo yani kendime ve etrafımdakilere güven aslında yani durum tabi güvenilir bi tarafı 
yoktu durumun da yani yine de ya hiç hayatımda hissetmediğim bişiy.” 
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group that faces infringement of human rights. When asked why they were in the 
park and what their demands were, 34.1% of the participants said they were there 
for freedom, with 18.4% saying they were against the infringement of rights and that 
they were demanding rights, 9.7% saying they were against dictatorship and sup-
pression, 9.5% saying they demanded the resignation of the government, 8% saying 
they were for democracy and peace, 6.2% saying they were against police violence, 
6.1% saying they were there for support and solidarity, 4.6% saying they were 
against uprooting the trees and building the artillery barracks, 3.2% supporting 
revolution against the system, and 2.5% saying they were there for their voices to be 
heard. 
 As can be seen from Konda’s survey, there was no common agreement among 
the participants as to what signified the decisive moment to participate in the 
protests. What is interesting, though, is that close to half of them decided to partici-
pate when they saw use of violence by the police. Consistent with Konda’s research, 
almost half of my respondents also claimed that they went to the park after they saw 
social media posts alerting them to police violence.59 Most of the respondents 
claimed that after they saw the police violence, they felt responsible to support the 
movement and the people in the park, and they felt responsible to inform others 
about what was going on. One respondent said, “I believe we all had to contribute 
somehow; this was a necessity to show the fact that the political dimension of Turkey 
had to understand that we exist”.60 Respondents claimed that the more the police 
were seen to use violence, the more people were motivated to go to the park and 
even clash with the police. One respondent said,  

the state lied to the people, they said they were not going to attack and they still did. 
When that happened, people came to Taksim with a bigger movement, when the mu-
nicipal police burned the tents of people and were spraying water on people … these 
people are calmly sitting in the park trying to protect it … we wanted to protect the 
park, they attacked even though they said they were not going to, they said remove the 

___________________________________________________________________ 
59  The police violence against the protesters on 31st May was not covered by any mainstream media 

in Turkey.  
60  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Hepimizin bir sekilde katki yapmasi lazimdi cunku bu devletin 

siyasal kanadinin bizim varligimizi anlamasi icin ve bizim onlara bunu gostermemiz icin bir 
gereklilikti.” 
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barricades, we did remove them, they still attacked, I haven’t seen anything like this in 
my entire life…61 

For those who saw all this police violence, it would seem to have been particularly 
dangerous to pour out on to the streets, since there was evidently a very strong risk 
of physical harm. As the same respondent continued,  

police shot me, deliberately, I was wounded from my leg, if it came to my face, I could 
have died … completely out of luck at that moment I saw one of them knew my name, 
he ordered his friend to shoot me … I even remember that, they shot people in the 
head, people died in Gezi, I saw it with my own eyes innumerable times … tons of pep-
per gas … during Gezi, when they were still attacking, the attacks in Beşiktaş also never 
stopped … me and a friend of mine went to a bar to eat something – there is a restau-
rant called Sıdıka there, close to Erdoğan’s office – they are spraying pepper gas all the 
time, your eyes are always wet, it was like a scene from a surreal movie in the restaurant 
… people are sitting with gas masks on in there … they are taking a bite or a sip from 
their raki and put the mask back on, I’m not joking … this is what Gezi created.62 

Police violence, according to the respondents, proved to be the physical repercussion 
of the anti-democratic acts of the government up to the time that the Gezi Park 
protests occurred. The police violence conveyed to these people that the world as 
they wanted to maintain it was fragile, not only because of the threats against its 
material form but also because of violent attacks on its common context as a com-
mon world.  

___________________________________________________________________ 
61  Translated from Turkish. Original: “devlet yalan söyledi insanlara ve onlara dokunmıcağını söyledi 

sonra saldırmaya başladı insanlara öyle olunca daha büyük bi hareketle insanlar taksime geldiler 
belediye işçilerinin kalkıp insanların çadırlarını yakması su püskürtmesi bunlar sakin insanlar orda 
oturup parklarını korumak istiyolar bu kadar … biz sadece parki korumak istedik, saldirmicaz 
dedikleri halde barikatları kaldırın dedikleri halde kaldırıldı barikatlar polis saldırdı ezip geçtiler ben 
hayatımda böyle bişey görmedim...” 

62  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bi polis vurdu hemde bilerek vurdu bacağımdan yaralandım 
ama suratıma gelseydi öldürebilirdi beni tamamen şans eseri yani orda birisi hatta benim ismimi 
söyledi ağzından okudum yanındakine sıgh dedi sıgh onu bile hatırlıyorum böyle kg arası aksanlı 
bir sıghdı bi ve resmen üzerime insanları öldürdüler gezide kafalarına sıktılar gözümün önünde 
yaptılar bunu yani defalarca tonlarca biber gazı ben böyle bişey görmedim yani gezi sırasında 
bunlar saldırmaya devam ediyo beşiktaşta saldırma hiç bitmedi tayyip erdoğanın ofisi orda diye 
sıdıka diye bi lokantaya gittik bi meyhaneye … sürekli gaz sıkıyolar sürekli gözün yaşarıyo gaz 
maskeleri çok ilginç bir surreal bir film gibiydi melis hanım insanlar oturuyolar gaz maskeleriyle 
içiyolar düşünebiliyomusun gaz maskesi var kaldırıp rakı içiyo sonra geri takıyo samimi söylüyorum 
bilim kurgu filmi gibiydi bunu yarattı gezi hareketi ve insanlar yine ordan kaçmadı oturdular 
yemeklerini yediler içkilerini içtiler sohbetlerini ettiler.”  
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 As mentioned earlier, during the Gezi Park protests, social media platforms – 
especially Facebook and Twitter – played a major role both in offering a space for 
dissemination of information (nationally and internationally) and in facilitating 
communication among protesters (Chrona & Bee, 2017). Below, I examine the role 
played by these platforms during the protests.  

4.3.3. Social Media During the Gezi Park Protests  

During the interviews, my respondents singled out the first night of the protests as a 
wakeup call for them. It was on that first night that some people were already going 
out to support the protesters because they had seen the police violence, but the 
events of the evening were not televised. One respondent said,  

In the evening of the first night of the protests, I came home and told my mother that I 
am going to the park, and my mom asked me why. I was like, don’t you know all hell 
broke loose in Taksim? She doesn’t know, because on CNN Turk63 there is a docu-
mentary on penguins, on NTV64 there is a sports program … all hell broke loose in the 
heart of Istanbul, but nobody knew, the people that are not outside or don’t use social 
media were not informed about what was going on … I heard this a lot, I mean people 
said if we don’t hear what is happening in the heart of Istanbul, it is very normal that we 
didn’t hear anything that happened in Diyarbakır65 for years. If they are hiding the war 
in the heart of Istanbul that is only two streets away from me, how did they hide the war 
in the east? Or they told it to me the way they want to tell it … because it was like that, I 
also wouldn’t know if I was not involved with it, I also was born and raised in Istanbul, I 
didn’t feel the pain of the matter physically or mentally, nothing bad happened to me, 
but the more people heard, the more people started being in a state of disbelief, you say 
to yourself how can a state lie to its citizens to this level, how can a state be a liar like 
that? People started recognizing that their state is a big liar.66 

___________________________________________________________________ 
63  News media channel in Turkey. 
64  News media channel in Turkey. 
65  City in the southeast of Turkey. 
66  Translated from Turkish. Original: “ilk parka ilk girilmeye çalışıldığı o çatışma döneminde twitter 

mwitter vesaire ben akşam eve geldim anneme diyorum ki biz parka gidiyoruz niye dedi annem 
bana diyorum ki haberin yok mu kıyamet kopuyo haberi yok çünkü cnntürkte penguin belgeseli 
dönüyodu ntvde spor programı vardı istanbulun göbeğinde kıyamet kopuyodu orda kimsenin 
haberi yoktu evinden dışarda olmayan sosyal medya kullanmayan kimse durumdan haberdar 
değildi yani bunu çok duydum abi yani biz istanbulun göbeğindeki şeyi duyamıyosak diyarbakırda-
ki şeyi yıllardır duymamış olmamız çok normal adam istanbulun göbeğinde 2 sokak ötemde olan 
savaşı benden saklıyosa o savaşı nasıl saklamıştır yada nasıl istediği gibi anlatmıştır çünkü öyleydi 
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The participants of the Gezi Park protests were aware of the increasing censorship 
and government intervention in the news, and on the first day of the protests they 
were faced with the fact that they needed to share information, otherwise it was not 
going to be heard.  
 My respondents singled out the social media platforms Twitter and Facebook as 
the two main digital environments that were influential before, during, and after the 
protests. Most of them perceived these digital environments as having primarily an 
instrumental role. When asked about how and why they used social media or digital 
environments during the protests, the responses collected can be listed as follows:  
• Encouraging people to attend the protests  
• Sharing information about practical needs in the park, security, or gathering 

spots  
• Creating a public by raising awareness 
 
Different social media platforms were used for different purposes. Some respondents 
did not have Twitter accounts, for example, but they opened accounts just to be 
informed and updated about what was happening in and around the protest area. 
One respondent observed a direct relationship between the political realm and social 
media:  

Social media exploded with Gezi in Turkey especially in terms of the impact of tweets, 
during Gezi that exploded, I think we realized the importance of that and after Gezi we 
couldn’t depart from Twitter, I believe Gezi became a realm that made social media in-
to a media. Besides, if you look at the places where social media exists politically, I mean 
where social media is important, you see that they are places where the political realm is 
opaque, like Turkey.67  

 
bende bilemezdim mesela işin içine girmeseydim bende istanbulda doğdum büyüdüm bu işin 
acısını fiziksel olarak da psikolojik olarak da hiç çekmedim başıma hiçbişey gelmedi ama bu 
duydukça insan inanamıyo yani diyosun ki devlet halkına nasıl bu kadar yalan söyler devlet nasıl bu 
kadar yalancı olur devlet çok yalancıymış insanlar bunu gördüler.” 

67  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Sosyal medya geziyle birlikte türkiyede çok büyük bi patlama 
yasadi twitlerin etkisi açısından gezi sırasında o patladı biz onun önemini farkettik sanıyorum 
geziden sonra da bi daha twitterdan ayrılamadık galiba sosyal medyayı medya yapan alanlardan 
bitanesi oldu gezi zaten sosyal medyanın politik olarak varolduğu yerlere baktığınızda öenmli olan 
yerlere siyasi alanın kapalı olduğu yerlerdir türkiye gibi.” 
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This observation represents a shared belief among the respondents. According to the 
2014 report on freedom of the press by the Freedom House,68 in Turkey,  

Constitutional guarantees of freedom of the press and expression are only partially up-
held in practice, undermined by restrictive provisions in the criminal code and the Anti-
Terrorism Act. Turkey remained the world’s leading jailer of journalists in 2013, with 
40 behind bars as of December 1, according to the Committee to Protect Journalists. 
The press freedom climate deteriorated sharply during the year as journalists were har-
assed and assaulted while attempting to cover the Gezi Park protests that broke out in 
Istanbul in May, and dozens were fired or forced to resign in response to sympathetic 
coverage of the protesters’ demands. … The firings highlighted the close relationship 
between the government and many media owners, and the formal and informal (Free-
dom House, 2014, pp. 11–12). 

According to Freedom House the press freedom status in Turkey in 2017 is “not 
free.” Besides sharing information on the national level, the Gezi Park protesters also 
reached out to the international community during the protests, and social media 
platforms were the main mediator of this information flow between the protesters 
and the international media. One respondent said,  

The video that I took on 31st of May – and I am not bragging here, but I just want to 
give it as an example of how information flows very fast in social media – in Germany, 
while the TV news channels were using activists’ videos to show what is happening in 
Turkey, they apparently also used the video I shot and I learned that it actually was 
broadcast on a lot of TV channels in Germany. After the serious attack on 31st of May, 
we went to the university with friends, and we wanted to write a call for attention from 
the international community to spread through social media and also deliver it to inter-
national broadcasting companies through journalists that we know. I believe these were 
also influential; I always tried to make these international connections during the pro-
tests.69 

___________________________________________________________________ 
68  Freedom House. (2014). An independent organization heavily funded by the United States 

government that conducts research and advocates the expansion of freedom and democracy 
around the world: https://freedomhouse.org. 

69  Translated from Turkish. Original: “biri 31 mayıstaki çektiğim video bunu övünme yerinden 
söylemiyorum ama nasıl tık tık tık yaygınlaşabiliyo üzerinden söylüyorum almanyada istanbulda 
neler oluyo şeklindeki görüntüler gelene kadar almayada dönmeye başlayan görüntülerden biri 
istanbuldaki görüntülerde kesitleri sunarken işte kullanılan aslında ordaki aktivistlerin videoları da 
kullanılırken baya bi kanalda döndüğünü sonradan öğrendim o süreçte bide özellikle başlangıçta 31 
mayısta çok ciddi saldırı geldikten sonra yaptığımız arkadaşlarla bilgi üniye gidip bir yurtdışına 
yönelik bir çağrı metni kaleme almaktı ve bunu bildiğimiz hem twitterdan hemde bildiğimiz 
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In one day, according to a study from New York University (Tucker,2014) about 
two million tweets were sent with the hashtags #direngeziparki70 and #OccupyGezi. 
#direngeziparki was the first hashtag used, with 950,000 tweets, followed by #Oc-
cupyGezi with 170,000 tweets, and #geziparki with 50,000 tweets. According to the 
report, 90% of the tweets were sent within Turkey, and the reason behind this 
explosion of tweets was the lack of coverage of the news by mainstream media. 
There were also thousands of tweets with the hashtag #BugünTelevizyonlarıKapat71 
as a reaction to this lack of this coverage (Tucker, 2014).  
 Social media platforms like Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube were extremely 
influential during the Gezi Park protests. The major role of social media was, at the 
beginning of the protests, to lead the transition from a protest by a small environ-
mentalist group to a large-scale, social-political movement. Kamil Demirhan (2014) 
argues for the functionality of Twitter and Facebook during the protests. He deline-
ates the functions of Twitter as “coordination among people, the mobilization of 
people and resources, the cooperation of actors, the dissemination of information, 
self-organization, creating new spaces to communication and including many people 
in the political discussions.” (Demirhan, 2014, p. 292) Demirhan’s analysis is very 
productive for an understanding of the instrumental character of social media use in 
the protests. According to Demirhan (2014) and Ozkirimli (2014), social media 
functioned as a tool in the hands of people to make the mobilization of the protests 
more efficient.  
 During an interview at the time on a Turkish television channel called Haber-
Turk, Prime Minister Erdoğan said, “There is now a menace which is called Twitter 
… The best examples of lies can be found there. To me, social media is the worst 
menace to society.” (Letsch, 2013) When asked what they thought about the use of 
social media during the protests, one respondent said:  

The media here can be controlled, but as you see, the international media cannot be 
taken under control, at least from within here – they might have some control accord-

 
gazetecilerden haber kanallarından bunu yurtdışındaki haber kanallarına iletmekti bunun da etkisi 
olduğunu düşünüyorum bu tip bağlantıları uluslararası bağlantıları da kurmaya çalıştım o süreçte.” 

70  Resist Gezi Park (my translation).  
71  Turn off the television today (my translation).  
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ing to their own context – hence, it is very important in terms of being heard as well, al-
so in terms of encouraging people to participate in the protests.72 

During the protests, there were several provocative news items delivered by the 
mainstream media to the public. On 3rd June, some wounded protesters around the 
Beşiktaş area took refuge in Bezmi Alem Mosque in Dolmabahce, and volunteer 
paramedics in the mosque helped the wounded (T24,2014). In talking about this 
occasion, Prime Minister Erdoğan accused the protesters of consuming alcohol in 
the mosque (T24,2014). The muezzin of the mosque later disproved the claim and 
was subsequently demoted from his post and relocated to another mosque 
(T24,2014). Another accusation from Erdoğan was about an alleged attack by Gezi 
protesters on a woman wearing a hijab in Kabatas, a region very close to the Taksim 
area and Gezi Park (Karip, 2014). This claim was also supported by prominent 
Turkish journalists like Ismet Berkan, Balçiçek Pamir, and Elif Çakır who claimed to 
have seen footage of the attack (Karip, 2014). However, six to seven months later, a 
television channel called KanalD obtained the so-called footage of the woman in the 
hijab. In the footage, it is clear that a group of people are bypassing the woman; they 
are simply walking next to her, and there is no attack (Şahin, 2015). These types of 
accusations moved the protest participants to provide the facts and try to explain 
what was really happening in the protests. However, even while they used social 
media platforms during the protests, there was also mistrust and a sense of suspicion 
among the respondents related to the truthfulness of the information being dissemi-
nated via social media. One respondent said,  

In the national news, these things don’t take place. Social media becomes the only 
source of news, even though it includes a lot of misinformation and it is very open to 
provocation and speculation about a lot of stupid things. Your only source of infor-
mation is social media; you sit at work and watch Twitter all day long.73 

As can be seen, social media platforms were perceived as the only reliable source of 
information among the protesters, while they acknowledged the fact that these 
___________________________________________________________________ 

72  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Burada medyayi kontrol edersin, ama gordugun gibi 
uluslararasi medya kontrol altina alinamiyo en azindan icerden, kendi baglamlarinda bir kontrolleri 
olabilir ama yani bu duyulma anlaminda da onemli insanlari katilmaya davet etme anlaminda da.” 

73  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bütün ulusal basında falan bunlar çok fazla yer almıyo tek 
haber kaynağı içinde her ne kadar bir sürü enformasyon hatası barındırsa da böyle bi provokasyon, 
spekülasyon bir sürü saçma sapan şey olsa da tek haber kaynağı sosyal medya ve twitter bütün gün 
iş yerinde mesaide bütün gün twitterda ne olduğunu anlamaya çalışıyoruz.” 
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platforms harbored a lot of misinformation and information contamination. The 
respondents shared the belief that one needs to be able to separate what is accurate 
information from what is not while dealing with social media. One respondent said,  

I can explain why I communicated through social media with two things. On the one 
hand, providing and serving real true information, there was a lot of ridiculous infor-
mation circulating, so on the one hand, serving true information and creating a public 
through that real information, actually it went on through that, maybe it is one little 
drop in the sea but I still think the echo of it is valuable, on the other hand, does it pro-
vide anything? … I think at least I used the interaction of others very effectively, 
communication is also interaction, I used Twitter with the incentive of citizen journal-
ism. I wanted to reach the international community too, it was not only for encouraging 
people to participate in the protests but also to say look there are still people that are 
standing, it is an important thing, even if you cannot reach everyone, you can reach at 
least some people.74  

Another respondent said,  

there is something like this, first of all, someone there has to write what is happening 
very neatly, I mean at one point if you don’t stand up, if I don’t stand up, it is harder for 
a random person in the park to write it, at least we should provide a mild message of 
support so that the people who believe in this, even in the sense of good for you kids, I 
hope you will be successful, I mean not with big words that could cause trouble for you 
later, but in that manner we had to show support at least.75 

___________________________________________________________________ 
74  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Neden sosyal medyayi kullandigimla ilgili o süreçte iki şey var 

belki şunu da ekleyebilirim aslında iletişimde neden bulunduğumu bi yandan da hakikaten doğru 
bilgi vermek servis edebilmek o kadar saçma sapan bilgiler dönüyodu ki bi yandan doğru bilgi 
servis edebilmek doğru bilgi üzerinden kamuoyu oluşturabilmek üzerinden aslında gitti o denizdeki 
bi damladır belki ama onun yankılanmasının ben yine de değerli olduğunu düşünüyorum bi 
yandan da bu bi şey sağlıyomudur yani en azidan baskalarinin iletisimlerini efektif kullandigimi 
dunusuyorum iletisimde etkilesimdir, Twitter’i vatandas gazeteci gibi kullandim. Uluslararasi 
topluma da duyurmak istedim, sadece insanlari katilsinlar diye tesvik etmek degil ama bak hani 
burda insanlar var hala duruyorlar, bunu soylemek icin, bu onemli bisey, herkese ulaşamasan bile 
birilerine ulaşabiliyosun en azından.”  

75  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Şöyle bişey var orda birincisi birilerinin orda en akıllıca şekilde 
bişeyleri yazması lazım ki referans olalım yani bi noktada sen durmazsan orda ben durmazsam o 
zaman parkta herhangi birinin orda daha zor yazması en azından bizim çok mild bi destek mesajı 
ordan yayınlamamız gerek ki buna inanan en azından çocuklara başarılar dilerim tadında bile olsa 
bu çocuklar allahım burda katliam vary a da daha büyük sözlerle başına iş açacak sözlerle değil de 
en azından çok küçük bi katkısı olması gerekti bence hepimizin.”  
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There was a shared belief in a direct relationship between information and political 
action among the protesters. All the respondents claimed that one had to know what 
was happening in order to be able to make up one’s mind whether to participate in 
the protests or not. Because this was a shared belief, information, and the speed of 
the spread of information, became vital before and during the protests. One re-
spondent said,  

you think someone that knows this cannot stand still in their place, I mean it’s not that 
thought but, communication itself already is a part of political activity. I mean you don’t 
tweet because you want people to go there, those tweets are a part of individual slogans 
and thousands of people retweet them and then you say wow, yes I persuaded people, 
you reach someone and they reach you.76  

When asked if the protests would have happened if there had been no social media, 
one respondent said,  

I wouldn’t even know, I mean, there is still a lot of police violence today, a lot of people 
died, the laborers were being beaten up every week but none of them made us go out to 
the street. Maybe there were more violent police interventions than the one in Gezi but 
we didn’t go out in any of them because on that day, there was a very impressive live 
stream and following that, we all, after that impressive live stream we saw a picture of an 
alternative world like people are singing and reading books, we said see, one can protest 
like this too, it is not really necessary to walk on the streets Carrying a banner, we should 
participate in this.77 

According to one respondent, however, the protests would still have occurred:  

It was like a magnet, there was a magnet on social media, everybody started walking, 
everybody was writing Gezi, updating their locations we passed this point, we passed 

___________________________________________________________________ 
76  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Yani bunu bilen bi insan zaten yerinde oturamaz onu 

hissediyosun yani o düşünce değil ama daha çok yani orda iletişimin kendisi siyasi aktivitenin 
parçasıdır zaten yani insanlar oraya gitsin diye twit atmıyosunuz o twitler o kişisel sloganların 
parçası bişey söylüyosun ve bisürü insan onu rtliyo ve diyosun ki aa evet ben ikna etmişim insanları 
birilerine ulaşıyosun onlar sana bişeyler yazıyo.” 

77  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Haberim olmazdı ki, onu da söyliyim mesela biz çok fazla 
polis müdahalesi oldu bugüne kadar bi sürü insan öldü işçiler her hafta sonu dayak yiyolardı ama 
bunların hiçbiri bizi sokağa dökmedi bundan belki çok daha büyük polis şiddetleri yaşandı ama 
hiçbirinde çıkmadık çünkü o gün çok güzel bi yayın yapıldı ve onu takip ederek biz hepimiz o 
etkileyici yayından sonra orda böyle çok alternative bi dünya resmini group insanlar şarkı söyleyip 
kitap okuyo bak bu şelikde de protesto olabiliyomuş biz illa böyle pankartlara yürümek gerekmi-
yomuş biz çıkalım dedik.” 
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that point, whatever, you were always updated. Later, journal websites like 140 Journals 
acted like news agencies and started streaming live, people started following one another 
and we found ourselves around Taksim.78 

As can be seen, while being the medium through which protesters shared infor-
mation and communication, social media platforms were also recognized as catalysts 
for the spontaneous eruption of people on to the streets and towards Taksim. When 
asked about why they wanted to share information, one respondent said,  

Because we wanted people to know, because at one point you know that people are be-
ing fooled, I mean you want to say this to people: We didn’t come here for amusement, 
we didn’t come here to build a tent to hang out together, women and men, and to drink 
alcohol, there is something different here; I know you believe in this too, and look – if we 
did it, look, there are teenagers here, they are only high school students – if they did it, 
you can also do it, and if we do it together this can lead to something very different … 
thinking this way people tweeted like crazy and shared things on Facebook, and I think 
they were very effective.79 

This motivation of sharing information among citizens during the Gezi Park protests 
appeared because of a lack of trust in mainstream media institutions. While this 
form of information exchange has its own pitfalls, because of its potential to harbor 
and spread fake news and personal opinions rather than facts, the motivation of 
participants in Turkey during the protests was to provide objective facts. One 
respondent said, 

you don’t see it on TV, you don’t hear it on the news, if you don’t consciously go and 
buy a magazine or newspaper that will help you develop political consciousness, if you 
just buy any newspaper from any newspaper stand, you cannot develop that awareness 
– I mean, the conditions of the country are not suitable for that because they have the 

___________________________________________________________________ 
78  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bir mıknatıs gibi sosyal medyadada bir mıknatıs vardı herkes 

gezi yazıyodu şimdi gidiyoruz şurayı geçtik bilmemne hep öğreniyodunuz insanların bir süre sonra 
tekil olarak oraya yazdıklarını 140 journals gibi gruplar haber ajansları gibi işledi control ederek 
yayınlamaya başladılar millet birbirini takip etmeye başladı ve kendimizi taksimin çevresinde 
bulduk.” 

79  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Haber vermek istedik çünkü bi noktada insanların kandırılıyo 
olduğunu biliyosunuz yani insanlara şunu söylemek istiyosunuz biz buraya eğlenmeye gelmedik biz 
buraya çadır kurup içki içip işte kızlar erkekler takılmaya gelmedik burda başka türlü bişey var 
biliyorum sen de buna inanıyosun ve bak biz yaptıysak bak burda küçücük çocuklar var yani daha 
lise öğrencisi o yaptıysa sen de yapabilirsin ve hep beraber yaparsak bu iş çok başka yerlere gidebilir 
insanlar bunu düşünerek deli gibi twit attılar facebooktan bişey paylaştılar bence de çok etkili oldu.” 
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television, newspapers, magazines, the banks, the ministries, all of them in the palm of 
their hand. When this is the case, you can only see what they want you to see.80  

As mentioned before, the respondents shared the belief that having access to infor-
mation would bring about political action. It is true that developing political 
knowledge and forming a political opinion necessitates information. However, 
people are bombarded daily with more information than they can process, and a 
critical perspective is required towards the information that is provided; one has to 
be able to distinguish between truth and a blatant lie. According to Papacharissi, 
simply acquiring or having access to information is not sufficient for being a more 
informed citizen (Papacharissi, 2002), and there is no direct relationship between 
being more informed and being motivated towards political action. Political action, 
or participating in a political protest, is more about one’s disposition towards the 
world, which is informed by one’s own principles, history, and community – the 
neighborhood one lives in or simply the people around one. Murat Özbank, in his 
book Gezi Ruhu ve Politik Teori81 (Özbank, 2013), provides an incisive introduction to 
understanding the virtual and physical influences of materiality in political action. 
He argues that the participants of the Gezi Park protests turned social media into a 
public media (Özbank, 2013). Social media tools, such as Twitter and Facebook, 
served as a virtual public space during the protests, and the common will to act and 
resist came into being because of the equal and plural political actors who deliberat-
ed politically in these virtual public spaces. According to Özbank, the political actors 
of the Gezi Park protests Carried their common will, which was composed in the 
virtual public space, into the city squares of real cities as well.  
 During the protests, Facebook was an important tool for sharing information 
among the protesters and providing information to the national and international 
community whose members were not physically at the location. As mentioned, the 
interviewees assumed a direct relationship between being informed and taking 
political action. Facebook was not only a place for this information to be disseminat-
ed but also a catalyst in arousing the attention of the protesters. According to 

___________________________________________________________________ 
80  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Televizyonda görmüyosun gazetede okumuyosun bilinçli 

olarak gidip sana o bilinci yükliycek bir gazete yada dergi almıyosan herhangi bir gazete bayinden 
bir gazete alıp çıkıyosan ordan zaten bunu geliştiremezsin yani ülke şartları buna hiç müsait değil 
çünkü televizyonu gazetesi dergisi bankası bakanlıkları herşeyi onların elindeyken sen ancak onların 
görmeni istediği kadarını görebilirsin.” 

81  Gezi Spirit and Political Theory (my translation).  
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Ozbank “The platform was the space in which a common will was created among 
the people of Istanbul, which gave the political actors courage and inspiration to go 
out to the physical public spaces” (Özbank, 2013) Facebook, then, was influential in 
instigating the awakening of the citizens’ attention through allowing access to 
information. What needs to be noted here is that the role of Facebook was only 
complementary to what Gezi Park itself was doing in the mediation of the common 
sense. When the Gezi protester tried to understand what was happening in the 
world and referred to their common sense, access to that common sense was medi-
ated by Gezi Park, but being informed about what was happening in the world was 
mediated by Facebook. In the following sub-section, I work out the mechanics of this 
technological mediation of common sense.  

4.3.4. Technological Mediation of Common Sense in Gezi Park  

Now, I would like to go back to my starting argument in this chapter: Like the 
cultural end products of homo faber, the material end results of homo faber’s work are 
capable of stabilizing the appearance of praxis retroactively and influencing the 
appearance of further praxis proactively.  
 I believe that until now, I have managed to convey that Gezi Park and the 
surrounding Taksim area are associated with freedom and plurality in the minds of 
Turkish people. This is, to an extent, due to the urban transformation of Istanbul 
during the 20th century, when Taksim Square and Gezi Park became a showcase for 
the new Republic of Turkey, emphasizing “freedom,” “equality,” and “plurality,” 
and transforming the obedient subjects of the Ottoman Sultan into free citizens of 
the Turkish Republic. Even though freedom, plurality, and equality were not always 
present in society at the time of the creation of Gezi Park, praxis strove for these 
values in the foundation of the new republic. Thus, the common sense of the time 
when the park was created was amplified when the park’s existence was endangered.  
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After seeing the police violence, for example, one respondent claimed to feel an 
urgent need to go to the protests as a result:  

I have to go because this is unacceptable, I had to pour down onto the streets and I did, 
literally … there is a very strong sense of guilt attached to it [felt by those who did not go 
to the protests] when you go to work the next day.82 

It is appropriate to pause here for a moment and consider what happened to my 
respondents. In the biggest square of the city they lived in, there was excessive use of 
violence against a handful of peaceful protesters by the police. This first encounter 
with this event, which was brought to the attention of the respondents thanks to 
social media, disrupted their routine behavior because it appealed to them. Then, 
they were moved towards understanding what was happening and why it was 
happening. They wanted to understand what was happening because the world that 
they shared with their fellow citizens was under attack. Because they care for the 
world that they share with other people, this police violence awakened their atten-
tion. The continuity and the maintenance of the common world, as they knew it and 
as they wanted to maintain it, was under physical attack.  
 As the reader will also remember, this appeal to taste and being moved towards 
understanding is only a preliminary understanding. This initial or preliminary 
understanding of phenomena is Carried out through a reference to common sense, 
which is the shared interpretative framework of people. After an appeal to common 
sense, people grasp the initial meaning of phenomena and have a preliminary 
understanding. This preliminary understanding, as the reader will remember, opens 
the room for interpretation, therefore inviting explicit understanding. Now, it is 
possible to analyze the Gezi Park protests in light of the hermeneutic lemniscate. 

___________________________________________________________________ 
82  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Gitmeliyim çünkü yani böyle bişey olamaz, sokağa dökülmek 

zorundaydım sokağa döküldüm tam kelime anlamıyla, ertesi gun ise gittiginde kendini cok suclu 
hissediyorsun.”  
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Figure 6: The Hermeneutic Lemniscate Model 
 
The hermeneutic lemniscate in Figure 6 shows the structure through which the 
technopolitical mediation of technologies can be analyzed as well, in addition to 
showing moral dynamism, which is its purpose for Kudina. The world becomes a 
politically meaningful context when praxis (action) appears in the world. This 
appearance of praxis in the world passes through all three parties involved: the 
human who refers to common sense, the technology that mediates common sense, 
and the world that is co-original with common sense. There are two types of arrows 
that can be observed in this hermeneutic lemniscate: from the human to the world 
through technology, and from the world back to the human through technology. To 
enable analysis of the role of technology in the process of “political meaningfulness,” 
these arrows are divided into four smaller ones.  
 An event occurred in Gezi Park on May 31st, when a handful of protesters were 
attacked by municipal police. This information was brought to other residents of the 
city thanks to Facebook and Twitter. Because the people read about or saw pictures 
of this attack, they wanted to understand the reason for it, or they wanted a fuller 
understanding of the event they had read or heard about. They saw a group of 
people protesting about something: At first, they did not know what this event was, 
but in order for them to understand what it was, they referred to their preliminary 
understanding – that is, to their common sense. Situated between their access to the 
world where this event occurred and their referral to their common sense was Gezi 
Park. From their common sense, they knew that the space occupied by Gezi Park is 
a space of freedom. They knew this because Gezi Park and the surrounding Taksim 
area had been appropriated by people before them (who contributed to this com-
mon sense that they share) as a public space for civic engagement. They knew of the 
plans by the municipality of Istanbul and the government of Turkey to demolish this 
park and build a shopping mall, which would be a replica of the Ottoman artillery 
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barracks. They knew these plans would mean that this space of appearance – which 
hosted freedom, plurality, equality, and the free civic life of citizens – would be 
destroyed. Demolishing Gezi Park meant demolishing free citizens and creating a 
new form of subject, one which this time would obey not the Sultan but the govern-
ment ruled by the AKP. When the citizens of Turkey saw this phenomenon, it 
attracted their attention, since Taksim means freedom in the minds of Turkish 
people. The intervention into the park meant an intervention into the freedom of 
people in Turkey. Gezi Park then amplified one aspect of its meaning in Turkish 
society as being a space of appearance (which can be seen in the diagram of the 
lemniscate in the move from the upper left curve towards the lower right curve).  
 From an appeal to the common sense and an articulation of this preliminary 
understanding, the citizens judged that the world as they knew it was in danger, and 
then they were moved towards action. Looking back at the hermeneutic lemniscate 
model, it can be seen that it proves helpful in understanding what a material and 
digital construct or technology does. Following the move from the upper left curve 
to the lower right curve, it can be seen that the human access to common sense and 
the common world was mediated by the technology, in this case the physical space 
of Gezi Park itself and social media platforms such as Facebook and Twitter. Gezi 
Park amplified the common shared aspect of the world and drew these people 
together for its maintenance, not only because it was in danger but also because of 
what it means for the people of Turkey. Social media amplified this existing reality 
and provided access to the world through information. Gezi Park mediated common 
sense, as it is the material form of the cultural memory of Turkey. The Turkish 
people knew what Gezi Park represents because of their common sense. Following 
Arendt, we know that it is only through human appropriation of it that a space turns 
into a public space. Thus, this human appropriation, even if it is only temporary as 
in the example of Gezi Park, is not in vain (i.e., it has succeeded in achieving this 
transformation of space). Only when humans appropriate a space through their 
praxis does that space turn into a space of appearance. 

4.4. Conclusion  

In this chapter, based on Arendt’s analysis of the role of the cultural end products of 
poiesis to stabilize the appearance of praxis retroactively and influence the further 
appearance of praxis proactively, I have demonstrated how this role extends to 
material products as well. I have shown, from the perspective of postphenomenology 
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of technology, that things (artifacts, objects, and technologies) have a hermeneutic 
dimension. Because of this quality, they mediate human experiences and how people 
have access to their world – in other words, how people understand their world. In 
addition, following Kudina (2019), I have shown that human interpretation and 
sense-making are technologically mediated, while acknowledging that the cultural 
and moral history of the person engaging with the technology in question is essential 
in this mediation.  
 Following the (post)phenomenological turn to empirically informed microlevel 
studies, I conducted an empirical investigation, which enabled me to examine my 
proposed extension of Arendt’s political hermeneutics to materiality using a real 
example. To this end, I examined the active role of Istanbul’s Gezi Park in initiating 
the Gezi Park protests and forming a heterogeneous public during the protests. By 
providing extracts from the interviews that I conducted with the protest participants, 
I have shown that Gezi Park has a place in the common sense of the people of 
Turkey. I demonstrated that Gezi Park is a political space for the Turkish people 
due to its importance in the common cultural context of the people. I showed that 
the people in Turkey resisted the threatened demolition of Gezi Park because of its 
important place in their common cultural framework. 
 In this chapter, I have shown that Arendt’s political hermeneutics, once extended 
to materiality, allows us to grasp the political quality of technologies in its fullest 
sense. Thanks to this extension, we can argue that, on the one hand, technologies 
are a representation of our common interpretative frameworks and, on the other 
hand, they inspire political action because of this fact. However, as I show in the 
next chapter, this is only the first step in this dissertation’s quest to unpack the 
political role of technologies.  
 Until this point, I have shown that a material construct, Gezi Park, played an 
active role in instigating political action, namely the Gezi Park protests. However, I 
have not investigated the role this material space played in generating a heterogene-
ous public by mediating the interactions of the people. In Chapter 5, I take on this 
task and investigate the role of technology in informing the way in which political 
communities are formed by mediating our political interactions. 
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5 Technological Mediation of   
Intersubjectivity  

In the previous chapter, through the example of the Gezi Park protests, I showed 
that this public park mediated the shared political interpretative framework of the 
protesters through mediating the common meaning given to the park as a space of 
freedom. However, this analysis answered only one aspect of the main research 
question of this dissertation. It left open the issue of how technologies inform the way 
in which political communities are formed by mediating our political interactions. 
To unravel the role of the technology – namely Gezi Park, in this case – in the 
political community that was formed during the protests, a next step has to be taken. 
This next step necessitates an investigation into the structure of a political communi-
ty (the Gezi Commune) that defined itself as “unified” but not homogeneous (Acar & 
Uluğ, 2014). Furthermore, it necessitates an investigation into how the design of the 
park, and the relationship between the park and the protesters, enabled this political 
community. In this chapter, I argue that technologies mediate the way in which our 
political communities are constituted by mediating our political interactions. I 
develop and prove this argument in five sections.  
 In the first section of the chapter, I focus on demonstrating the interconnected 
relationship between political subjectivity and intersubjectivity. First, I unpack 
Arendt’s definition of the political subject and show that Arendt conceptualizes the 
political subject as “authentic,” a description she appropriates from Heidegger’s 
notion of Dasein as authentic human existence (Villa, 1995). This, I argue, allows 
Arendt to explain political subjectivity as a process that is influenced by the condi-
tions surrounding the person. Secondly, I show that while Heidegger presents being 
in a community as a danger for the manifestation of the authentic and free self, 
Arendt shows that community is rather a condition for this manifestation rather 
than a threat to it. Thirdly, following Arendt, I show that the political community 
one is engaged in has a conditioning force upon the political subject. This allows me 
to argue that in order to understand the role of technology in political interactions 
among political subjects, it is necessary to consider the type of political community 
that is fostered by the material space that engulfs that community.  
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 Having presented these distinctions, in the second section of the chapter, I focus 
on demonstrating the role of technology in this interplay between acting agents and 
in the intersubjective relationships between the acting agents. Through a thorough 
analysis of the existing literature and the interviews I conducted with the participants 
of the Gezi Park protests, I show that the organization of the protesters within the 
park during the protests constituted a specific interpretation of sharing a common 
space.  
 In Section 3, I show that Arendt’s definition of public space (which necessitates 
plurality of perspectives and a stable material space) is intrinsically related to the 
concept of multistability, through which postphenomenology of technology analyzes 
artifacts. I argue that the more multistable a public space is, the more it invites 
multiple actors to visibly manifest their specific interpretations and share a common 
space in their uniqueness and distinctness. I illustrate that the multistability of the 
space that hosts a community is an essential condition for the authenticity of the 
community (and eventually of the individual). I show that a community can be 
considered authentic when its members create new meaning through the appropria-
tion of an artifact and allow differing interpretations to coexist while denying any 
“stabilized meaning” of the artifact in question. By contrast, the inauthentic com-
munity would embrace the “stabilized meaning” of an artifact while suppressing 
alternative interpretations and appropriations of the artifact in question. I show that 
the organization of the protesters within the park during the protests embodied a 
specific interpretation of sharing a common space. This interpretation, however, was 
the process of technological mediation of intersubjectivity: The interplay between 
humans and the material design of the park opened new realms of action within the 
world through fostering engagement among diverse subjectivities.  
 In Section 4, based on the empirical analysis presented in chapter 4, I demon-
strate technopolitical mediation of technologies as a two-step process. I show that in 
order to observe technological mediation of intersubjectivity, it is first necessary to 
observe technological mediation of common sense. Even if mediation of common 
sense is bound to occur for anyone who engages with a technology, how the inter-
play between the subject and the intersubjective community will play out is to a 
certain extent dependent on the multistable design of the technology in question. In 
addition, the existence of a political community that appropriates a space as a public 
space is also dependent on the context of the mediation of common sense. I repur-
pose Kudina’s (2019) hermeneutic lemniscate to show that the material space where 
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people meet mediates both the way in which a community is established and the 
way in which one becomes a part of a community.  
 In Section 5, I show that technopolitical mediation is not limited to physical 
material spaces but also applies to digital spaces. I apply the framework I have 
developed to Facebook and its role during the Gezi Park protests, since it is the 
digital platform that was singled out as influential during the protests by my re-
spondents.  

5.1. Political Subjectivity and Intersubjectivity  

In this section, I unpack the concepts political subjectivity and intersubjectivity in 
two steps. First, I explain Heidegger’s concept of Dasein as authentic human exist-
ence as disclosedness, because Arendt bases her understanding of the political 
subject on this concept. Second, I show that Arendt appropriated Dasein as authentic 
human existence into her notion of the political subject. And third, I show that their 
philosophies diverge from one another in how they relate the self to freedom and 
community. Through an analysis of these concepts, I show that, in order to under-
stand the role of technology in our political interactions, it is almost always necessary 
to consider the political community of which the political subject is part. 
 The reason for Arendt to portray political action as praxis is to protect political 
action from being reduced to an expression of one’s identity. Arendt perceives action 
as showing the care of the acting agent for the world, and in that activity, the agent 
discloses themselves as well. In addition, Arendt argues that the way in which 
humans act and react to things can change in relation to the events, people, com-
munity, and the institutional and cultural structure surrounding them. Praxis, in this 
sense, is constitutive of the individual agent as a political subject in its performativity. 
The acting agent simultaneously both discloses and discovers who they are while 
Carrying out praxis. Therefore, there is no one stable identity of the political subject: 
It is a process of becoming rather than being. Honig defines Arendt’s conceptualization 
of self as follows:  

Prior to or apart from action, the self is fragmented, dis-continuous, indistinct, and most 
certainly uninteresting. A life-sustaining, psychologically determined, trivial, and imita-
ble biological creature in the private realm, this self attains identity – becomes a “who” – 
by acting in the public realm in concert with others. In so doing, it forsakes “what” it is, 
the roles and features that define (and even determine) it in the private realm (Honig, 
1993, pp. 79–80). 
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Honig’s elaboration reveals two dimensions of the self that are implicit in Arendt’s 
configuration: the “what” and the “who” of someone. While the “what” of the actor 
is determined by external roles like belonging to a family (being a mother or daugh-
ter), the “who” of the actor is the end result of a gradual process in which the actor 
attains different roles every time they become visible in the world through portray-
ing a concern for the world. In that sense, the “who” of someone is responsive to the 
events unfolding within the world and to the people with whom they share the world 
(Arendt, 1998). That is why, for Arendt, the “who” of someone is constituted while 
they are acting in the world and according to their action (Arendt, 1998). The 
“who” of someone becomes visible when they act in the world, driven by care for 
the world (amor mundi).83 However, this care – the form and the context of it – is 
never static, because of the ephemeral character of praxis. The recognition of care 
and responsibility towards the world changes the actor’s relation to the events, 
people, community, and the institutional and cultural structure surrounding them. 
This can result in portraying different aspects of the same agent as a “who.”  
 For Arendt, with every new response to the events of the world, with every act of 
care and concern for the world, a new “who” appears accordingly (Arendt, 1998). 
This is why, for Arendt, every action is a new beginning and “who” someone is can 
change according to the event, the response, and how others with whom the actor 
engages are going to perceive the actor and the action itself (Arendt, 1998). As 
action (praxis) is spontaneous, unpredictable, and a temporal activity, it allows a 
“who” to appear in its execution, and that appearance accumulates in the life story 
of the actor. According to Arendt,  

who somebody is or was we can know only by knowing the story of which he is himself 
the hero … everything else we know of him, including the work he may have produced 
and left behind, tells us only what he is or was (Arendt, 1998. p. 186). 

Arendt, in this quotation, asserts that the “who” of someone is a story that we see 
and hear from others who saw and heard that person. There is no essence of a  
 
 

___________________________________________________________________ 
83  See Chapter 3, pp. 54–55. 
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person,84 but rather there is the story: the narrative that person leaves behind within 
the world. Arendt argues:  

the stories, the results of action and speech, reveal an agent, but this agent is not an au-
thor or producer. Somebody began it and is its subject in the twofold sense of the word, 
namely, its actor and sufferer, but nobody is its author (Arendt, 1998, p. 184).  

For Arendt, the definition of a “who” does not refer to a human essence or human 
nature. The end appearance of the “who” is outside of the control of the acting 
agent; it is left to the discretion of the community in which that agent engages. In 
that sense, the unique life story – that is, the “who” of a person – might not even be 
what that person intended. This shows that the “whoness” of someone is inextricably 
linked to intersubjectivity. Who a person is, and who they are going to be, is not only 
dependent on that person themselves. Humans can show how they care for the 
world and take responsibility for the world through their actions and speeches. 
Someone’s “whoness” is also dependent on the community they become visible to. In 
order to be able to explain the inextricably linked character of “whoness” with 
intersubjectivity, in the next sub-section, I turn to Arendt’s reinterpretation of 
Heidegger’s Dasein as authentic mode of existence as a political subject.  

5.1.1. Dasein: Authentic or Inauthentic Modes of Human Existence  

For Arendt, a political subject is one who is able to create meaning in the world. 
Only the creation of meaning allows one to be on the path of authenticity. The 
question then becomes how does Arendt decide what is meaningful and thus define 
a person as an authentic agent? Here, a detour to Heidegger’s distinction between 
authentic and inauthentic existence as disclosedness is necessary, since Heidegger’s 
distinction forms the basis for Arendt’s configuration of the “who” of someone as a 
politically relevant subject. However, Arendt moves away from Heidegger when she 
characterizes the gradual path to authenticity as being a move towards the world, 

___________________________________________________________________ 
84  By claiming, as mentioned in Chapter 2, that there is no essence of a person, Arendt tries to strip 

action away from any causality. If it were accepted that there is an essence of a person, that would, 
to a certain extent, eliminate the influence and importance of life experiences that person shares 
with other people in the world. In addition, accepting that there is a human essence would make 
human action a form of behavior that can be foreseen, monitored, and even controlled. Thus, by 
defining human action as praxis, Arendt denies that there is a human essence.  
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rather than a move towards the self, as Heidegger defines it. First, let me explain 
how Heidegger defines authenticity.  
 For Heidegger, Dasein is authentic when it is transcending the conditions that 
already exist in the world through its actions, and Dasein is inauthentic when it is 
absorbed in everydayness. Let me clarify this further.  
 As mentioned before, Dasein, according to Heidegger, is a with-world (Mitwelt), 
which means that there is no human existence that is outside of the world. (Villa, 
1995) This means that Dasein is always in the world; in other words, Dasein is being-
in-the-world.85 (Villa, 1995) This world that we live in shapes and changes us, 
because both other humans with whom we share the world and the material objects 
that are in the world are influential in the way we exist. Dasein is constantly disclos-
ing the world, but how Dasein is in the world is defined by its mode of being in the 
world: either as authentic or inauthentic existence.  
 For Heidegger, Dasein has a “built-in tendency to ‘forget’ its disclosive or projec-
tive character” (Villa, 1995, p. 127). This means that, in its everyday mode – in its 
everydayness, so to speak – Dasein moves away from realizing itself, and it becomes 
busy with the things, people, and concerns that it encounters (Villa, 1995, p. 128). In 
its everydayness, Dasein is inauthentic, according to Heidegger, because it fits itself to 
others. When Dasein is in its everyday mode, it is a “being-in-the-world” of “things 
already produced either by human beings that existed in the past or by those 
existing in the present” (Mansbach, 1991, p. 75). This means that the world already 
has a certain form and structure of meaning that was created by others. In its 
everydayness, Dasein is not concerned with meaning creation, showing its unique 
stance about the matters of the world, since meaning has already been created, and 
what those matters mean has already been defined (Mansbach, 1991).  
 The inauthentic existence is where Dasein finds itself in a world that already has 
meaning and discloses itself, understands itself, and projects into the future within 
the existing framework of meaning that was prescribed by others (Mansbach, 1991, 
p. 75). In that sense, Dasein even discloses itself within this framework of meaning, 
and therefore, there is no self-understanding or self-realization that comes from 
Dasein itself. In this inauthentic existence, as Heidegger says, “everyone is the other, 
and no one is himself” (Heidegger, Macquarrie, & Robinson, 1962, p. 165). In the 
mode of inauthentic existence, Dasein is under the domination of others that dictate 
Dasein’s self (Mansbach, 1991, p. 75). Our everyday practices – the things we talk 
___________________________________________________________________ 

85  See page.66  
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about and the way we do things – seem to provide “a full, adequate, and complete 
grasp of existence” (Villa, 1995, p. 128) for Dasein. It seems as if there is nothing to 
disclose, because everydayness has an explanation for everything there is.  
 Heidegger also describes the everydayness as disclosing the world only in means–
ends terms – in other words, perceiving everything and everyone as ready to be 
manipulated and exploited. This manner of perceiving the world does not enable 
one to question the meaning of the events and relationships around oneself but only 
their efficacy and usefulness. Therefore, Dasein loses its own capacity to grasp who 
the individual is. Everything that is distinctive about Dasein becomes lost and ab-
sorbed within others. Here, a category of Dasein becomes apparent: the “they” (Das 
Man). The “they,” as Mansbach puts it,  

explains human existence uniformly. The “they” is neither the totality of individuals, 
nor a universal subject which the human being is part of. It is the anonymous crowd to 
which every human being belongs, any member of which can be substituted for or rep-
resented by any other (Mansbach, 1991, p. 75).  

It is the “they” that Heidegger calls the public. The public moves Dasein away from 
itself and its world, because the public only objectifies the world and itself. 
Heidegger asserts,  

Idle talk and the way things have been publicly interpreted . . . holds Dasein fast in its 
fallenness. Idle talk and ambiguity, having seen everything, having understood every-
thing, develop the supposition that Dasein’s disclosedness, which is so available and so 
prevalent, can guarantee to Dasein that all the possibilities of its Being will be secure, 
genuine, and full. Through the self-certainty and decidedness of the “they,” it gets 
spread abroad increasingly that there is no need of authentic understanding or the state 
of mind that goes with it. The supposition of the “they,” that one is leading and sustain-
ing a full and genuine “life,” brings Dasein a tranquillity, for which everything is “in the 
best of order” and all doors are open (Heidegger et al., 1962, pp. 221–222).  

Being absorbed in the public – in other words, inauthentic existence– is predomi-
nant in the self, according to Heidegger. As mentioned above, the instrumental way 
of perceiving the world and others causes Dasein to lose its capacity to make connec-
tions between different people and different objects within the world. Therefore, 
Dasein loses its capacity to create meaning within the world. However, there is a 
choice. For Heidegger, once Dasein is faced with its own mortality, when death is 
disclosed, Dasein is forced to “confront the lack of meaning of things and others” 
(Mansbach, 1991, p. 77). This confrontation enables Dasein to grasp its being for the 
sake of itself (Villa, 1995, p. 131). This means that Dasein “does not settle for the 
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security, familiarity of the everyday world” (Villa, 1995, p. 131) but transcends these 
conditions by rejecting the world as already having all the meaning that it is possible 
for it to have (Villa, 1995).  
 This is the moment when Dasein is able to transcend the everydayness and 
disclose the world. Dasein as authentic existence appropriates what is already in the 
world and provides a new perspective and new meaning within the world. It strives 
to disclose and to “uncover the new through its creative or originary spontaneity” 
(Villa, 1995, p. 132). For Heidegger, “care” and authentic existence are strongly 
connected with one another. Without care, it is impossible to reach an authentic 
mode of existence, since Heidegger argues that  

Dasein’s Being reveals itself as care. If we are to work out this basic existential phenome-
non we must distinguish it from phenomena which might be proximally identified with 
care, such as will, wish, addiction and urge. Care cannot be derived from these, since 
they themselves are founded upon it (Heidegger et al., 1962, p. 227).  

This shows that the essence of Dasein reveals itself through care; therefore, it is care 
that leads the way for authenticity, according to Heidegger. Inwood explains that 
Heidegger uses three different words in his description of care: Sorge, Besorgen, and 
Fürsorge (Inwood, 1999, p. 35). Heidegger defines care as Sorge when he refers to the 
apprehension and anxiety that arise from fear of the future; the word refers to both 
the internal condition and an external cause. Besorgen means obtaining something for 
oneself or someone else or making something available (Inwood, 1999, p. 35). 
Fürsorge means actively caring for someone in need (Inwood, 1999, p. 35). The 
concepts differ in that Sorge relates to existence itself, Besorgen is about activities in the 
world, and Fürsorge is about being with others. Sorge is the predominant mode of the 
three, while being inseparable from the other two. According to Heidegger, there is 
a temporal aspect to care (Inwood, 1999, p. 36). Sorge is concern for one’s own past 
actions; Besorgen is concerned with the present through engaging with others; and 
Fürsorge, by being concerned with others (and not things), thinks of the future (In-
wood, 1999, p. 36). In that sense, the three modes of care correspond to past, 
present, and future, and “temporality reveals itself to be the sense of authentic care” 
(Inwood, 1999, p. 37). Through the acknowledgment of care, we are able to let things 
be. In that way, we remove ourselves from the structures of dominating or being 
dominated, and we take a more open approach to the world, since being-in-the-
world is essentially care. (Inwood, 1999) Dasein moves away from its everydayness 
through disclosing, which “is a mode of activity and understanding that breathes 
new life into the familiar” (Villa, 1995, p. 132).  
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 Dasein’s move away from everydayness does not mean it is moving away from the 
world; rather, it means that Dasein opens a different perspective and a different range 
of projections within the world. As Villa argues, 

If authenticity means anything, it means a willingness to put oneself at risk in the open-
ing of new possibilities, the willingness to abandon the security and tranquility of the 
ground provided by everydayness (Villa, 1995, p. 133). 

Authentic existence, then, is breaking the habitual way of being, erecting something 
new, and appropriating the world in a new way. However, for Heidegger, the 
authentic existence is a solitary endeavor.  
 As overwhelming as everydayness is, Dasein can still escape from this mode and 
be open to its own future when it is faced with death, which is related to an intense 
feeling of Angst (anxiety), according to Heidegger. In an intense moment of Angst that 
is generated by facing death,86 Dasein is presented with a “moment of vision” 
(Heidegger et al., 1962, p. 387). According to Heidegger, this moment of vision  

must be understood in the active sense as an ecstasis. It means the resolute rapture with 
which Dasein is Carried away to whatever possibilities and circumstances are encoun-
tered in the Situation as possible objects of concern, but a rapture which is held in 
resoluteness (Heidegger et al., 1962, p. 387). 

___________________________________________________________________ 
86  Dasein, first and foremost, is being towards death. As can be seen in the paragraphs above, it is also 

within Dasein to forget that it is towards death. Only through anxiety – the existential Angst – does 
Dasein wake up from its everyday tranquility. There is a vast amount of literature that covers the 
Kierkegaardian roots of Heidegger’s existentialism in his analysis of Dasein (Buben, 2013; Dreyfus & 
Rubin, 1987; Hall, 1984; Yagi, 2009). For the purposes of this dissertation, it is fruitful to explain 
that Arendt is opposed to Heidegger’s characterization of Dasein’s focus on death. Whereas 
Heidegger posits Dasein as being forced to confront the lack of meaning when facing death, 
therefore starting the process of authentic disclosing of the world to generate meaning and itself, 
Arendt positions natality as the initial moment of the process of authentic disclosing. Influenced by 
St. Augustine, Arendt focuses on the meaning-creating capacity of the newborn or new life. That is 
why and how Arendt is able to position “action” or “praxis” as being like a second birth. In that 
sense, Arendt is able to dismiss the ontological focus of Dasein on itself and its own death and move 
towards the others (Villa, 1995, pp. 132–135). 
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The moment of vision allows Dasein to transcend the condition of inauthenticity 
(everydayness) and brings it back to the present moment, allowing it to open up. As 
Inwood describes it,  

Heidegger associates resoluteness with being opened up: “Resoluteness [Entschlossen-
heit] is a distinctive mode of Dasein’s disclosedness [Erschlossenheit]”. Entschlossenheit 
is “the specifically undertaken self-opening of Dasein for the open” (G, 59/81). He also 
uses beschlossen, … “to include” and also “to decide”, i.e. to conclude one’s thoughts 
on the matter (Inwood, 1999, pp. 186–187).  

According to Heidegger, “when resolute, Dasein has brought itself back from falling, 
and done so precisely in order to be more authentically “there” in the “moment of 
vision” as regards to the situation which has been disclosed” (Heidegger et al., 1962, 
p. 376). Resoluteness is the response to the moment and the situation, and it is a 
mode of contemplation that is an articulation of the call of conscience. This con-
science, as Heidegger defines it,  

gives us something to understand; it discloses. This disclosedness, as a basic state of that 
entity which we ourselves are, is constituted by state-of-mind, understanding, falling and 
discourse. If we analyze conscience more penetratingly, it is revealed as a call. Calling is 
a mode of discourse. The call of conscience has the character of an appeal to Dasein by 
calling it to its ownmost potentiality-for-Being-its-Self (Heidegger et al., 1962, p. 314).  

However, this call of conscience requires a hearing of conscience, which can only be 
reached through resoluteness (Heidegger et al., 1962, p. 134). That is why, for 
Heidegger, “resoluteness … represents an authentic disclosedness of Dasein” 
(Heidegger et al., 1962, p. 384).  
 As Mansbach explains, Heidegger’s distinction between authentic and inauthen-
tic existence should be understood as “authentic and inauthentic ways of being-a-
Self … this suggests that human existence, and all human behaviour, authentic 
or inauthentic, must be interpreted as the making of the self” (Mansbach, 1991, 
p. 80). In this sub-section, I have described Heidegger’s Dasein as authentic existence, 
since Arendt is heavily influenced by Dasein in her understanding of the political 
subject. However, Arendt strongly disagrees with Heidegger’s understanding of the 
public that makes Dasein move away from itself. Rather, Arendt depicts the public as 
the only realm where Dasein can be authentic.  
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5.1.2. Arendt’s Reinterpretation of Dasein as Authentic Political Subject  

One of the main concerns related to Heidegger’s Dasein, for Arendt, is that Dasein 
asks itself the question “Who am I?” and answers this question by itself as well. 
Arendt disagrees with Heidegger here, since, according to her, if authenticity 
depends on Dasein’s meaning-creation capacity, then Dasein cannot create meaning 
in the world by itself and for itself only. In other words, this meaning creation 
cannot be executed without the existence of others. This means that she rejects the 
lonely, resolute authenticity of Dasein. The reason for this rejection stems from how 
Heidegger situates freedom.  
 According to Nichols, Heidegger perceives a strong connection between Angst 
and freedom (Nichols, 2000). As already mentioned, Sorge, worrying about the 
Dasein, only comes to the fore when existence is confronted with fear, the uncanny 
nothingness. But this nothingness, as Nichols explains, is  

Angst, (the oppressive nature of the nothingness encountered in Dasein’s authentic po-
tentiality-for-being-in-the-world; the fact that Dasein might not actualize its being – i.e., 
might not be – authentically; SZ 187/175), discloses Dasein’s fundamental possibility of 
“being free for the freedom of choosing and grasping itself” (emphasis in original; SZ 
188/176). And this is its ownmost potentiality of being (Nichols, 2000, p. 3).  

By connecting freedom to Angst, Heidegger is able to situate “not-being-at-home 
with one’s self” (Nichols, 2000, p. 3) as revealing Dasein as always already ahead of 
itself (which is existentiality – also known as Sorge). As Nichols explains,  

In Dasein’s “being-ahead-of-itself” (in Sorge), beings are “freed up” to be the kind of be-
ings which they potentially “are” (in our prethematic use of them), and at the same time 
(gleichursprünglich) Dasein is thrown into its potentiality for becoming an authentic self 
(SZ 193/180) (Nichols, 2000, p. 3). 

This shows that for Heidegger, freedom is Dasein’s potentiality for being authentic. 
The self-actualization of Dasein is only possible through Sorge, a concern with one’s 
self. The “realization” (Nichols, 2000, p. 3) of this concrete existential potentiality 
can only be attained through resoluteness (Nichols, 2000). In other words, 
Heidegger argues that freedom is not “absence of constraint with respect to what we 
can or cannot do. Nor is it on the other hand mere readiness for what is required or 
necessary” (Heidegger, 1977, p. 128). By denoting here what freedom is not – in 
other words, by positioning freedom as neither positive freedom nor negative 
freedom – Heidegger defines freedom as “the engagement in the disclosure of being 
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as such” (Heidegger, 1977, p. 128). Freedom is the mode of being that makes 
possible the will as a faculty of choice or decision (Villa, 1995, p. 126). Villa explains:  

The kind of freedom Heidegger is pointing to is neither “mere absence of constraint” 
nor “readiness for what is required and necessary” (an ought or duty): it is, rather, a 
freedom prior to negative and positive freedom, a freedom that is the condition of pos-
sibility for both. This freedom – the ontological freedom of the being whose being is 
thrown projection – is the freedom of the “open region”, the freedom found in the “en-
gagement in the disclosure of beings as such”. It is the freedom of disclosedness: the 
freedom of an “open comportment” toward the world that both animals and things 
lack, and that the will (our organ of choice or purposiveness) covers over; it is the free-
dom of the “there”, a freedom for the world (Villa, 1995, p. 126). 

Thus, freedom is having the possibility of willing. This formulation of freedom is 
highly problematic for Arendt. If freedom is Dasein’s potentiality for being authentic, 
this would mean that freedom is an inner-worldly affair.  
 As mentioned before, Arendt considers Dasein as authentic existence to be the 
only authentic and thus politically relevant subject. However, she does not agree 
with how Heidegger situates freedom only with regard to the resolute being. As 
demonstrated in Chapter I, Arendt does not position freedom as the property of a 
subject. Her main concern in formulating freedom as a worldly phenomenon is her 
conviction that one cannot be free if one’s freedom is not actualized within the 
world. Thus, inner freedom (as Heidegger would have it) or freedom of the will, for 
Arendt, are irrelevant to what she perceives real (political) freedom to be and its 
relation to authenticity.  
 Arendt contests the surface and depth in subjectivity by stating “our common 
conviction that what is inside ourselves, our ‘inner life,’ is more relevant to what we 
‘are’ than what appears on the outside is an illusion” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 30). Howev-
er, only the world of appearances is the world of others. In the world of appearances, 
one shows oneself through deeds and actions, whereas in the world of the mind – 
that is, the world of self – one reveals oneself through the medium of thinking. As 
Arendt states, “appearance is by no means the outward manifestation of an inner 
disposition; if it were, we probably would all act and speak alike” (Arendt, 1981a, p. 
34). Thus, for Arendt, freedom cannot be limited to the world of self, as freedom is a 
worldly phenomenon, not an inner-worldly one. According to Arendt, if we are to 
accept that freedom is a worldly phenomenon, then Heidegger’s Dasein as authentic 
existence cannot be free, since that requires a move towards the self.  
 While appreciating Heidegger’s Dasein, Arendt focuses on the features that make 
up the world in Dasein’s being-in-the-world, since freedom could only be found in 
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Dasein’s relation to the world, not in Dasein’s move away from the world. Arendt, by 
defining the being-with of Dasein as being-with-others, argues that the authenticity of 
someone can only come to the fore within a web of relationships that person estab-
lishes with others.  
 As already mentioned, according to Heidegger, Dasein is with others when it is in 
public, and when Dasein is in public, the self can only be the inauthentic self. This, 
for Arendt, is an incorrect description of the public. Maintaining that being-with-
others can also take the form of the “they,” Arendt formulates this way of being-
with-others as “the social.”87 As mentioned in Chapter II, Arendt formulates the social 
as a realm that is blurred, where there is no distinction between private and public. 
(Arendt,1998) Just as Heidegger does when discussing Dasein’s relationship to the 
“they,” when Arendt defines the realm of the social, she talks about the need for and 
expectation of uniformity, being driven by necessity, and exchanging conversations 
in the form of idle talk.  
 Being-with-others in public, for Arendt, is the only way the self can be authentic. 
Arendt’s notion of the political sphere seeks to demonstrate what meaningful existence 
entails. For Arendt, this is caring for the shared common world and orienting oneself 
towards a common interest that is not directly related to the self but external to it, 
allowing the authentic self to come to the fore (Kelz, 2016). 
 According to Arendt, action is a risky endeavor that requires courage, since it 
implies leaving the safety of the private sphere, where one is concerned with one’s 
survival, and instead having one’s opinions criticized and judged by others (Arendt, 
1998). This act of leaving one’s private space in order to be seen and heard by others 
requires a willingness to act, and this willingness to act has its basis in amor mundi. As 
I mentioned in Chapter 2, this is the basis for political freedom: the capacity to turn 
the inner “I-will” into “I-can” and exert oneself to move from the secure, invisible 
space of the private to the ambiguous, visible space of the public. Enacting this form 
of freedom requires courage on the part of the acting agent, since now, every act one 
does and every speech one utters will be open to public scrutiny. Arendt maintains 
that because we insert ourselves into the public, every act that is visible to others 
portrays the courage of the actor, who brings something new into this world through 
their interpretation of how the world appears to them or their unique perspective on 
the matters about the world. In other words, for Arendt, courage means taking a 
stand publicly and showing that stance to others in the public realm. In that sense, 
___________________________________________________________________ 

87  See Chapter 3, p. 98. 
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for Arendt, authenticity has a direct relation to freedom, but it is situated in public. 
This is how humans gain visibility, and that implies taking responsibility for one’s 
actions, but the outcome of these actions is never clear beforehand. Because action is 
always interaction with others who have different views, it depends on the existence 
of plurality. Only within the public do humans have access to different selves. All 
these different selves are unique and distinctive in their own access to and interpreta-
tion of the world. According to Arendt, only in interaction with these diverse 
accesses to the world can people be open to and able to grasp the reality of appear-
ances. An individual affirms the validity of their perspective by taking a stance on 
matters, they let stances that are in contradiction with their own perspective be, and 
they learn to exist and coexist.  
 In this interaction with others, one expresses who one is, which also means that 
one acts and becomes who one is during the interaction. This is also directly related 
to Arendt’s rejection of Dasein’s orientedness toward death. For Arendt, rather than 
being thrown into the world, we “insert ourselves into the world” (Arendt, 1998, p. 
176). By likening human action to natality in describing it as the “second birth” 
(Arendt, 1998), Arendt shows that only through interaction with others can a person 
realize their potential for authenticity; this cannot be realized by confronting death. 
There is no stable self, and even if there were, we would not have access to it. What 
we have access to is, as Arendt states, “natural and unavoidable illusions of our sense 
apparatus…. an ‘inside self,’ if it exists at all, never appears to either the inner or the 
outward sense” (Arendt, 1981a, pp.38-39). That is why, for Arendt, who we are is a 
constant work in progress, since we portray different facets of ourselves every time 
we interact with others and act within the world. 
 Arendt’s insistence on plurality, rather than singularity, in order to reach authen-
ticity provides a political twist that emphasizes visibility in public rather than solitude 
in isolation. Arendt’s association of action (praxis) with natality also provides the basis 
for her rejection of a Heideggerian understanding of a human essence. Rather, for 
Arendt, humans are born and reborn anew every time they act, and each act does 
not provide any appearance or information about the person’s inner life but only 
about that person’s act. This stems from Arendt’s phenomenological conviction that 
every act needs to be perceived and judged according to its temporality, its spatiality, 
and the intersubjective realm in which that act is being carried out. All these acts are 
unique stories of the acting agent – glimpses of who they are. The whole story of 
someone is alien even to the person themself. We, as the audience, will see who 
someone is only after that person’s death, when they are no longer an acting agent. 
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This allows Arendt to move away from a conception of human essence that would 
enable us to configure how someone would act in a given situation. Instead, the 
agent is allowed room to be free and construct a “who” of themself as a fluid concept 
that changes and takes shape in relation to the time when the agent is living, the 
environment that the agent is in, and the relationships that the agent builds around 
themself. Arendt also points out that this public appearance to create a new story 
every time one acts requires courage, because with each act, one shows one’s unique 
stance on a given matter concerning the world and leaves oneself open to the 
judgment of others. This also necessitates taking responsibility for one’s acts and 
speeches in public. Every time one acts, one becomes visible and shows that one 
cares about this world and that one takes responsibility for the world. This visibility 
or appearance is only possible where there is plurality. This plural, ambiguous realm 
is the realm of appearance, where one can establish oneself as distinct and unique. 
The public space, in Arendt’s understanding (as I have frequently mentioned), is the 
only space where there can and shall be plurality.  
 Arendt’s reinterpretation of Dasein allows her to prove that authentic political 
subjectivity can only occur in the public realm, shared with other subjects. These 
relationships are influential in who we are becoming throughout our lives.  

The Interconnectedness of Political Subjectivity and Intersubjectivity 

How is Arendt able define an intrinsic relationship between the political subject and 
intersubjectivity? For Arendt, according to Topolski, “the self can only answer the 
question ‘who am I’ by interacting with the other” (Topolski, 2015, p. 18). This 
points to the intersubjective character of political action. A political subject, for 
Arendt, can only become a political subject through actively taking part in intersubjective 
relationships that take place within the world (Loidolt, 2018). Simultaneously in this 
process, the person has access to the world perceptions of other people with whom 
they share the world. Arendt explicitly establishes plurality as “plurality of subjectivi-
ties” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 151), which, by definition, includes “plurality of subjectivities 
that needs to be articulated in worldly activities” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 152). In that 
sense, plurality, as it is explicated by Arendt, is more than a condition or structure 
that is necessary for the political realm to be erected; it is a “plurality of first-person 
perspectives that can be experienced as such in acting and speaking” (Loidolt, 2018, 
p. 153). As I have repeatedly mentioned, this first-person perspective, the “who” of 
someone, can only be enacted within the world that we share with others. These 
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interactions are Carried out with other people, who share the world, together with 
oneself. This “who,” as Loidolt explains, that 

shows itself – and, at the same time, eludes the fixation of the “what” – is that of acting 
and speaking: It is intersubjective interaction. The “who” that appears in this interaction 
is not a representative, nor a reflection of an already full-fledged substantial “inner self”; 
as an appearance it “‘expresses’ nothing but itself, that is, it exhibits or displays” (Arendt, 
1977, p. 30). Thus, “who one is” only develops in actualization with others. The self is 
given as self-appearance in the face of others, which, however, does not mean that it is 
originally individuated by others. Instead of the classical “dative of appearance” that 
remains in itself, Arendt’s brand of subjectivity is turned “inside out” and enacts itself in 
the world (Loidolt, 2018, p. 48). 

So, for Arendt, people are “not first in the world and then sometimes appear in it 
and sometimes do not, but being-in-the-world is essentially entering the world by 
appearing in it and leaving it by disappearing from it” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 75). Ac-
cording to Loidolt, Arendt shows that “it is precisely public existence that allows one 
to become oneself, namely in appearing before others and acting together with 
them” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 31). Thus far, therefore, the way in which Arendt config-
ures her notion of the political subject is as follows: a) the political subject, the 
“who,” is not a projection of the person who acts in the world; and b) the “who” is a 
process that takes shape in interaction with others with whom the subject shares the 
world. In other words, there is no political subjectivity that is not within an intersub-
jective relationship. 
 Here, it becomes clear that this intersubjective relationship is constitutive of the 
political subject. One thing to highlight here is that if being-in-the-world is always 
already being-with-others (Loidolt, 2018, p. 75), then it is not too far-fetched to 
imagine a coconstitutive relationship between intersubjectivity, subjectivity, and the 
world. Loidolt (2018) quotes from Zahavi (2001, p. 166) in order to highlight this 
coconstitutional dynamic:  

… the three regions ‘self,’ ‘others,’ and ‘world’ belong together; they reciprocally illumi-
nate one another, and can only be understood in their interconnection. Thus, it doesn’t 
matter which of the three one takes as a starting point, for one will still inevitably be led 
to the other two: the subjectivity that is related to the world only gains its full relation to 
itself, and to the world, in relation to the other, i.e. in intersubjectivity; intersubjectivity 
only exists and develops in the mutual interrelationship between subjects that are related 
to the world; and the world is only brought to articulation in the relation between sub-
jects (Zahavi 2001, p. 166).  
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Here, referring to Zahavi, Loidolt points out an important insight in Arendt’s 
political theory. The fact that the regions of the self, others, and world belong 
together suggests that it is not entirely up to the self to be an authentic existence as 
disclosedness, as Heidegger portrays. The authentic existence as disclosedness – in 
other words, the political subject – is a process of coconstitutional dynamic between 
the self, the world, and the other. In accordance with this insight, Loidolt highlights 
two features of political intersubjectivity according to Arendt:  

The appearance of the “who” needs and sustains a space of appearance. Its medium of 
appearance is a web of relationships … The appearance of the “who” together with 
others is experienced as an end-in-itself and creates a shared reality … (Loidolt, 2018, 
pp. 181–182). 

Thus, Arendt positions being-with-others as a preliminary condition for political 
subjectivity. Loidolt here presents a valuable insight into the content and shape of 
this being-with-others. For Loidolt, the form of intersubjectivity that one takes is 
conditioned and accompanied by the specific other (Loidolt, 2018, p. 179). What is 
significant in Loidolt’s reading is that this specific other is essential for the acting 
agent to determine how the world (the in-between) is going to unfold: as either authen-
tic or inauthentic. Therefore, this specific other is influential in the interpretation of 
the appearances of the world and how the world is going to be appropriated (Loi-
dolt, 2018, p. 179).  
 In this sub-section, I have shown that there are two ways of being in the world 
for humans: authentic or inauthentic. I have shown that the reinterpretation of 
Heidegger’s Dasein as a political subject allows Arendt to explain political subjectivity 
as a process that is influenced by the conditions surrounding the person. Following 
Arendt, I have shown that being in public is an essential condition for being a 
political subject. I showed that political subjectivity is the end result of a coconstitu-
tional dynamic between the subject, the world, and the relationships one establishes 
with others. In other words, the community that we are engaged in and the world 
that hosts this community are essential in how we are going to become political 
subjects. In the next sub-section, I show that there are two ways of having intersub-
jective relationships depending on what kind of others we engage with: others that 
are concerned with the “what” of someone as opposed to others that are concerned 
with the “who” of someone.  
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5.1.3. Authentic and Inauthentic Forms of Intersubjectivity 

As mentioned, in order to understand political interaction, there is a need to be able 
to observe the coconstitutional dynamics between the agents that act, the web of 
relationships that one acts within, and the world as collective of cultural and materi-
al products at the time of action. The web of relationships that one is within is 
influential not only in how one establishes oneself as an authentic self but also in how 
one perceives and approaches the world. According to Arendt,  

The realm where human affairs take place consists of a system of relations, which 
emerges everywhere where men live together. Since men are not just thrown into the 
world by accident, but are born by human beings into an already existing human 
world, the web of relationships of human affairs precedes all singular acts of acting and 
speaking. Thus, the disclosure of the newcomer through speech and the new beginning 
that is set by action are like threads that are woven into an already existing pattern. 
They alter the fabric of the web as they themselves affect all threads of life within the 
web in a unique way. When these threads are spun to an end, they are recognizable 
again as patterns and are recountable as stories of life (Arendt, 1981b, p. 226 quoted in 
Loidolt, 2018, pp. 186–187). 

Here, Arendt refers to the “web of relationships” that defines, determines, and 
specifies the possible appearances that can unfold (Loidolt, 2018, p. 187). The “web 
of relationships,” as can be derived from the quotation above, are forms of certain 
human togethernesses. Loidolt calls these human togethernesses “we,” since they 
entail multiple agents in intersubjective relationship. This “we” always entails that 
the acting agent has an intersubjective relationship, either with one other agent or 
with a group of agents. Loidolt highlights that this “we,” just like the distinction 
between “who” and “what” someone is, can be directed towards revealing the 
unique “who”s within the “we,” thus being directed towards plurality. Alternatively, 
it can be directed towards being a unified voice with one single mind, thus being 
limited to the “whatness” of “we” In this way, Loidolt extends Arendt’s understand-
ing of the “authentic” or “inauthentic” political subject to “authentic” and 
“inauthentic” webs of relationships. The important insight to remember here is that, 
for Loidolt, the form of intersubjectivity that one takes is conditioned and accompa-
nied by the specific other (Loidolt, 2018, p. 179). This influences – even conditions – 
the possibility of the appearance of an authentic “I.”  
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 The question now becomes according to what criterion is Loidolt able to judge if 
a web of relationships can be called authentic or not? Here, Loidolt gives a valuable 
insight:  

For Arendt, an authentic form of “we” does not dissolve the uniqueness of each “I.” 
Quite the contrary, it is the necessary medium of their distinct articulation and appear-
ance. The fully developed and most authentic form of “we” is thus the fully developed 
and most authentic form of “I” and vice versa. Therefore, the highest possible form of a 
we-community is that which is dedicated to this task – which Arendt calls “the political” 
– or, at least, which is aware of its vital importance for a human community … The 
“we” for Arendt is neither constituted by a common telos nor by a common intention 
but by appearance, experience, and actualization (Loidolt, 2018, p. 222). 

The criterion, then, is to be able to observe in a community a certain directedness 
either towards plurality or towards uniformity. Below, I unpack this further.  

a. The Inauthentic Web of Relationships 

For Arendt, the inauthentic web of relationships can be a very strong form of 
togetherness, but this group, rather than valuing the distinctness and uniqueness of 
each of its members, is directed towards diminishing the “uniqueness of the subjec-
tivities involved” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 223). As Arendt says, “rules of uniqueness and 
exclusiveness are, and always will be, in conflict with the standards of society” 
(Arendt, 1959, p. 53). As mentioned before, “uniqueness implies living and self-
aware beings who are able to express their stance” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 176). The key 
aspect to focus on in this definition of uniqueness is “being able to express their 
stance” (Loidolt, 2018, p. 176). Humans in this form of human togetherness – in 
other words, in an inauthentic web of relationships – are subordinated to “the 
structure of one organism, apprehending them only in terms of their sameness and 
not in terms of their respective distinctness” (Loidolt, 2018 p. 223). Therefore, there 
is no expression of one’s own stance, since there is no distinctness or uniqueness. 
Once the possibility of a person becoming visible and distinct through their deeds 
and speeches vanishes, that person is either pushed towards loneliness and isolation 
(and not in a way that Heidegger would wish) or is expected to acquiesce in obeying 
the norms and rules of the group. Arendt’s analysis of totalitarianism and the space 
of the social stems from this conviction.  
 According to Arendt, totalitarianism “exploded our traditional categories of 
political thought (totalitarian domination is unlike all forms of tyranny and despot-
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ism we know of) and the standards of our moral judgement” (Arendt & Kohn, 
2005a). According to Topolski,  

totalitarianism is unique in that it not only dominates the public sphere; it also rules the 
private sphere, that is, the family, the house, and other such spaces of privacy and inti-
macy. It does so by means of organized violence and terror according to ideological 
laws (Topolski, 2015). 

Totalitarianism thus, led to the collapse of our moral standards. According to 
Arendt, Eichmann is the personation of the people who went along with the wishes 
of the leader even when they found those wishes to be unacceptable. Arendt, in her 
interview with Jürgen Fest, indicates that  

[Eichmann] wanted to go along with the others. He wanted to say “we,” and going-
along with the rest and wanting-to-say-we like this were quite enough to make the 
greatest of all crimes possible. The Hitlers, after all, really aren’t the ones who are typical 
in this kind of situation – they’d be powerless without the support of others (Berkowitz, 
2014, p. 194). 

This transformation of regular people into criminals under totalitarian regimes 
illustrates that a society is capable of changing its ethical standards. These ethical 
standards, which are based on morality, are unreliable for Arendt, since morality is 
“a set of mores, of customs and manners, which could be exchanged for another set 
with no more trouble than it would take to change the table manners of a whole 
people” (Arendt, 2003, p. 43). Therefore, for Arendt, it is personal responsibility, 
rather than morality, that should be considered at critical junctures. A society 
becomes an excellent example of an inauthentic community under a totalitarian 
regime, since totalitarianism eliminates any possibility of personal responsibility for 
any act. For Arendt, taking responsibility for one’s actions is an expression of human 
individuality and human distinctness. However, society under totalitarian rule would 
demand that one conform and behave according to the standards prescribed by 
society.  
 In Arendt’s analysis, a society under a totalitarian regime is thus portrayed as 
lacking the capacity of taking personal responsibility. Yet not even members of 
modern society, for Arendt, would be willing to take personal responsibility, since 
modern society is ruled with bureaucracy. Arendt claims that bureaucracy is the 
“most tyrannical form of leadership, since it is based on “the rule of nobody” 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 40). When there is no one who rules, there is no one to take 
responsibility. In this sense, if totalitarianism is a regime of one-man rule, bureau-
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cracy is a regime of no-man rule. However, both are equally detrimental to human 
plurality, since they both suppress differing, opposing voices by forcing people to 
conform to the norms of society.  
 Aydin (2009) articulates the above-mentioned distinction between totalitarianism 
and bureaucracy as being the difference between “People-as-One” and “People-as-
No-One” (Aydin, 2009, p. 813). Aydin argues that totalitarianism was able to 
provide to the people a reliable form of authority that gives power to the people. 
This resulted in self-identification of the masses with the perceived authority and 
having a sense of togetherness that ruled out the internal struggles among people 
within one nation (p. 811). Totalitarianism in the 20th century was therefore a clear 
example of a “People-as-One.” As a possible remedy that could prevent the doctrine 
of “People-as-One” turning into a “People-as-No-One” doctrine, Aydin proposes 
Nietzsche’s vision of a community (p. 813). According to Aydin, Nietzsche empha-
sizes a society that is organized and regulated through embodying certain common 
goals and ideals, where individuals and groups are continuously challenging ideolo-
gies since they continuously strive for perfection (p. 814). Instead of identifying 
themselves with an ideology, Nietzsche imagines individuals striving for personal 
and shared social goals and ideals. The agreement upon which ideals and goals to 
pursue depends on a community where human plurality is constitutive of the public 
realm (p. 814). Since these goals and ideals are “the outcome of continuous interac-
tion between groups and individuals, every goal or ideal will be provisional” (Aydin, 
2009, p. 814). There is an obvious similarity between Arendt and Nietzsche here in 
relation to the location and the form of relationships entailed by human plurality as 
a remedy to “People-as-One.” However, there is a significant difference between the 
two philosophers with regard to the agent’s motivation to engage in an intersubjec-
tive relationship. For Nietzsche, we as humans seek power. We may envision a 
future for ourselves and share the ideals and goals of the community we belong to, 
but we engage because we want “our” ideals and goals to be shared by many. We 
discuss and struggle because, ultimately, we want our ideals to be accepted by many. 
For Arendt, by contrast, power can never belong to a group, let alone a person. 
Power is the end result when this continuous interaction and discussion reaches a 
moment of decision to act in concert (Arendt, 1998). Arendt envisions a society that 
could be defined as “People-as-We,” where every individual is treated as an end-in-
themself. I would now like to continue elaborating on the Arendtian “People-as-We” 
that is a remedy to “People-as-One.”  
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b. The Authentic Web of Relationships 

The web of relationships in its authentic form is intrinsically related to visibility, 
according to Loidolt. This is because 

A real “we” can be sustained only by a space of appearance. Joint forces in labor and 
work do not need the public space because they are united by something else: a com-
mon movement, a common purpose. However, a “we” that emerges from addressing 
each other directly has no other point of orientation than the appearance of the words 
and actions of others. This is why actualized plurality needs the visibility of an in-
between (Loidolt, 2018, p. 225). 

This means that the authentic web of relationships requires the constant appearance 
of others and the subject. Because this form of intersubjectivity is based on speech 
and action, which are both temporal activities, maintaining this temporality as a 
constant depends on one more thing: power (Loidolt, 2018, p. 225). In the first 
chapter, I defined Arendt’s notion of power as a potential. It is a potential that is 
constant, but its realization depends on the acting agents. This realization of power 
can only occur through a specific form of web of relationships: authentic intersubjec-
tivity, which “is close enough to keep the possibilities of action constantly open” 
(Arendt, 1981b, p. 253 quoted in Loidolt, 2018, p. 226). This means that when 
authentic intersubjectivity is realized through acting authentic agents who address 
one another in speech and action, the maintenance of this form of intersubjectivity 
depends on power. However, power can only be generated through this authentic 
intersubjectivity – this form of “acting together” not as a uniform, single-minded 
mass but as a collective of acting agents that are in agreement.    
 One thing Loidolt points out is that in Arendt’s formulation, the authentic 
intersubjectivity has both agonal and associational aspects in it. This means that the 
group of people that has an authentic intersubjectivity does not always necessarily 
act like a unified group. Sometimes, people can be engaging in speech that would 
enable the distinct “who” of someone to appear through that person’s words and 
judgments, and that person can encounter an opposing “who” that contradicts 
them. This is within the spirit, so to speak, of the political realm, where different 
world accesses represented by different people can appear. According to Loidolt,  

These “players” struggling with one another are the visible actors on what Arendt calls 
the “stage of the world,” where “spectators,” i.e. the public, witness, comment on, and 
judge them. Here again, we have a loosely united group of spectators, from which the 
formation of a “stronger we” can emerge, like a community united by kinship in view. 
Hence, what ties the space of appearance together and keeps it actualized is the form of 
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power that transcends particular interests and is directed at plurality itself (Loidolt, 2018, 
pp. 227–228). 

The most important distinction between authentic intersubjectivity and inauthentic 
intersubjectivity is whether the group is aimed at having one single voice that is 
representative of all the members within the community or whether, by contrast, the 
group creates or establishes a space of appearance – a space among them that 
enables all the actors within the group to be seen and heard by the others in the 
group. A group that has authentic intersubjectivity will not have a unified goal or 
aim, and it will not be directed towards taking care of a certain need; instead, the 
very existence of the group will be an end in itself.  
 An authentic web of relationships, for Arendt, is a political community. A 
political community does not have a group mentality, nor does it prescribe any 
specific way of behaving, rules, or norms for its participants. In a group, one is a 
member; in a political community, one is a participant. The political community, for 
Arendt, is characterized, first, by its focus on public rather than private interests, as 
previously explained. Second, it is characterized by its spatial character, instead of a 
shared identity. What unites people in a political community is the space in between 
them, their participation in this space, and the political institutions that make the 
space possible. This means that this space always has a material dimension. As the 
web of relationships, this material dimension is influential in the construction of the 
“who” of someone – in other words, political subjectivity. I return to this point in the 
next section. Arendt’s model of political community is based on civic friendship, 
which in turn is based on discourse and mutual respect (Arendt, 1998). Arendt sees 
solidarity as the basis of this civic friendship, since solidarity for her arises from a 
shared responsibility for the world that is discovered in dealing with others (Arendt, 
1998). 
 With the disclosure of the world through interaction in a public realm, it be-
comes clear that we share certain “interests.” Interest here means “something which 
inter-est, which lies between people and therefore can relate and bind them together” 
(Arendt, 1998, p. 182). This leads to a sense of “sheer human togetherness” (Arendt, 
1998, p. 180), which creates solidarity in shared projects but leaves plurality un-
touched. Solidarity strengthens the bonds between citizens in the polis, because it 
arises out of an awareness of mutual interdependence and shared responsibility for 
the common world. It comes into existence out of speech and action in a common 
political realm. Through a citizen taking political responsibility for the shared world 
together with others, a sense of belonging to that world arises for them.  
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 Following Loidolt’s (2018) analysis, I have shown that there is a coconstitutional 
dynamic between political subjectivity and intersubjectivity. Loidolt highlights that it 
is intersubjectivity that defines and transforms the political agent as either authentic 
or not. In the coconstitutional dynamic between political subjectivity and intersub-
jectivity, the material environment that engulfs this relationship should also receive 
attention. I have argued that political interaction is the end result of the interplay 
between acting agents, the intersubjective relationship between the acting agents, 
and the material setup surrounding these relationships. Until this point, I have only 
focused on demonstrating the interconnectedness of political subjectivity and 
intersubjectivity. In the upcoming section, I argue that material products can 
determine and influence the very intersubjectivity in which the acting agent engages. 
In the following section, through an analysis of the existing literature and the 
interviews I conducted with the participants of the Gezi Park protests in Istanbul, I 
focus on the role of technology in these intersubjective relationships. 

5.2. The Polis-Making of Gezi Park  

During the Gezi Park protests, the park, which was originally created for leisure 
activities, assumed various roles in line with its meaning for the Turkish people. It 
became a home for those who erected tents and slept on benches; it became a place 
to eat for some, since there was a kitchen that produced fresh food; it became a 
place of medical care and attention. The park provided all of the basic services that 
a state would provide: healthcare, shelter, food, and in some cases even education. 
In the sub-section below, through an examination of existing literature and the 
scripts from the interviews I Carried out, I show how the park was appropriated by 
the protesters and transformed into a polis, a space of appearance in Arendt’s use of 
the term.  

5.2.1. The Material Organization of Gezi Commune  

After the first day of the protests, the protesters formed what was called the Gezi 
Commune in order to stop the police from entering the park again. The Gezi 
Commune occupied and governed Gezi Park between June 1st and June 15th.Below, 
I describe the material setup of the commune.  
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Figure 7: What Was Where in Gezi Park During the Commune (Gezi Parkinda Ne Nerede, 
2013) 
 
As can be seen in Figure 7, there is an empty space in the middle of the park, where 
nothing has been placed. During the protests, this was the space where people 
gathered and debated. On the map, the numbers 1, 4, and 9 refer to medical help 
centers where doctors helped those wounded as a result of police brutality. Number 
3 refers to the kitchen that was established by UNICEF and provided food to the 
protesters 24 hours per day. Numbers 5, 10, 11, and 13 are food courts. Food was 
Carried to these spots by people who attended the protests or who wanted to 
support the protesters by bringing them food. Numbers 7 and 9 are the pharmacies 
for all kinds of medical needs. Numbers 6 and 12 are coordination points, where 
people decided where to walk to, determined where the police were waiting, and 
contacted media who were willing to show the protests in their news. Number 14 is 
the library, where people could go and pick up a book to read. In some of the 
locations noted on the map, like numbers 7, 9, and 11, one could also find clothes 
that had been ripped off or discarded as too bloodied by wounds. This settlement 
was created in two to three days in the park during the protests. The literature on 
the Gezi Park protests is in agreement that this settlement was created spontaneously 
during the protests.  
 After the borders had been set within which the protest was going to be Carried 
out, services that were necessary for taking care of basic needs were spontaneously 
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established. An organization that consisted of volunteers within the park, called 
“Gezi Parkı platformu,”88 was Carrying out the services. An individual could enter 
the park from any entrance and could immediately take care of their needs. In the 
Devrim café,89 one respondent said, “You could find anything that you would find 
in a small Cuban supermarket, like essential goods.” The food services were either 
provided from small counters or people visiting the park would bring food with them 
to give away to protesters. One respondent also said, 

I know that people sent food to the park via the internet, you are like sitting at your 
home and you write Gezi Park as an address and send 15 pizzas to the park and pay for 
it, those 15 pizzas go to the park and someone picks them up and they eat them there. 
Nobody knows who is buying or sending this food, these kinds of things were happening 
a lot.90 

As well as food being provided for the people in the park, infirmaries were also 
organized where volunteer doctors and medical students worked every day. One of 
the interviewees was impressed by how much effort and how many hours of work 
people were putting into taking care of one another. She said,  

If someone was not feeling well, somebody would run to the infirmary and say, “We 
have a patient in our tent, he or she doesn’t feel well,” and immediately a doctor would 
run towards you. Nobody would say, “There are people that are in a worse condition; 
are we going to be bothered with you?” The doctor would run towards you, look at 
you, if he or she needs to take you to the infirmary they would, if they don’t they would 
give you a painkiller or something like that and you would lie down and sleep in your 
tent. I mean, the organization was very unconscious, in a ridiculous way; nobody was 
trying to organize anything, but everything was working like clockwork.91  

___________________________________________________________________ 
88  Platform of Gezi Park. My translation.  
89  Devrim means “revolution.” 
90  Translated from Turkish. Original: “internet üzerinden yemek sipariş verip parka gönderdiklerini 

biliyorum insanların kutu kutu pizzalar geliyodu sen ordan oturuyosun böyle gezi parkı adres verip 
işte 15 tane pizza söylüyosun parasını veriyosun 15 tane pizza oraya gidiyo birileri alıyo ve yiyolar 
bunu kimin aldığı kimin gönderdiği belli değil bu tür şeyler oluyodu baya yaygın.” 

91  Translated from Turkish. Original: “biri koşarak revire gidiyodu diyodu ki bitane bizim çadırda 
hasta var kötü hissediyo hemen bi doctor koşarak yani o an orda kimse şey yapmıyodu of daha kötü 
durumda olanlar var sizinle mi uğraşcaz başağrısı mı çekcem ben demiyodu doktor koşarak gelip 
sana bakıyodu götürmesi gerekiyosa revire götürüyodu gerekmiyosa bi ağrı kesici vesaire bişey 
veriyodu çadırında yatıp uyuyodun yani saçma bi şekilde çok bilinçsiz bir organizasyondu kimse 
hiçbişeyi organize etmeye çalışmıyodu ama herşey çok tıkırında gidiyodu.” 
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The spontaneous, voluntary organization of the protesters was making the park 
functional in terms of taking care of needs. After the needs were taken care of, there 
was room for politics to emerge. One respondent described a regular day in the 
park:  

… all day you would sometimes read books or magazines; or sometimes there were ac-
tivities related to art; there were small theater shows that people were putting out among 
themselves; there was no need for a stage to be established; on every corner of the park 
people were gathering together and doing things among themselves. … Generally, it 
was very orderly, and everything was very clean. For example: people were collecting 
the garbage in front of their homes and taking care of their surroundings; they were ask-
ing if you have eaten, if you didn’t have extra food; if you are cold, have an extra 
blanket. … With things like this they created a sense of home in the park, a sense of 
neighborhood.92  

When asked what she meant by homes, the respondent changed the word into tents. 
In a follow-up question, when asked why she confused a tent with a home, she 
responded:  

… people were feeling like that place is their home because they were feeling very se-
cure there. I mean, yes, sometimes we don’t feel at home living in this country, 
especially in these latter days. You are living, walking the streets with the feeling a bomb 
can explode, and you can die, and this is something that a person should not be feeling 
at home! A person should not be scared in their own home, should feel secure. Every-
body was feeling secure in the park, for example the phone, no one lost anything there, 
but even if I lost my phone, I wouldn’t say either a homeless kid or the person in the 
nearby tent stole it; I would think I either dropped it in the bathroom or in the line for 
food. The park created that sense of security, that sense of being at home.93 

___________________________________________________________________ 
92  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bütün gün ya işte orda kitap okuyarak dergi okuyarak karşılıklı 

konuşarak bazen işte sanat aktiviteleri vesaireler oluyodu küçük böyle tiyatro gösterileri yapıyodu 
çocuklar kendi aralarında hiç bi standa bile gerek yoktu stand kurulmasına falan gerek yoktu onun 
için böyle bi köşede toplanıp kendi kendine herkes bişeyler yapıyodu… genel olarak herşey çok 
düzenliydi çok temizdi işte insanlar ev(çadrılarının önündeki) evlerinin önündeki çöpleri toplayıp 
ortalğı düzenleyip işte sen yemek yedin mi diye insanlara sorup bak yemediysen bizde şu var sana 
şunu vereyim üşüyosanız bizde fazla battaniye var diye kendi aralarında bir düzen orda bir ev 
ortamı parkta bir mahalle ortamı kurdular.”  

93  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Insanlar orayı evi gibi hissediyodu çünkü çok güvenli 
hissediyolardı orda yani evet bu ülkede yaşarken kendimizi evimizde gibi hissetmiyoruz bazen 
çünkü hele hele son zamanlarda sokakta yürürken bir bomba patlayabilir ve sen ölebilirsin hissiyle 
yaşıyosun ve bu insanın evinde hissetmemesi gereken bişey insan evinin içinde korkmamalı kendini 
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This quotation is very important since it designates two interconnected phenomena 
related to how politics was exercised in the park: on the one hand, while being a 
public space in itself, the organization within the park allowed protesters to claim 
their right to privacy. In addition, they could withdraw themselves from participat-
ing in the public life of the park by going into their tents. On the other hand, the 
park allowed the participants to experience a sense of togetherness by sharing what 
they had with one another in every manner, from needs-based goods and services to 
thoughts, art, and music.  
 Murat Özbank (2013), a prominent political scientist in the Turkish academic 
world, begins his book with a letter he received from one of his students who was 
delivering his final project. The letter reads as follows:  

Dear Professor Murat,  

I wanted to share a small composition next to the final project I have finished. My two 
friends from school and I have been in Taksim since 31st May, and to be honest, I feel 
like I am in the public space of Arendt that you explained to us in lectures. The tents 
that we have in the park are like the private sphere, and the square is like the public 
sphere. I’m not sure how accurate my comparison is: We have spaces where we can sat-
isfy our basic needs in Taksim, and also squares where we exercise politics according to 
ourselves; a space has been formed where there is a microphone. Everybody talks for 
two minutes there, and everybody listens to one another. In the first semester, I took a 
course called Philosophy of Social Sciences (304) from you, and one day during that lec-
ture there was a serious controversy in the class and you talked about respecting one 
another, knowing how to listen, and not limiting each other’s freedom. People didn’t 
have the patience to listen to one another in that class, and we had a big argument. To-
day, in Taksim, a way bigger crowd than that class is listening to one another and trying 
to understand one another. You tried to help us become conscious, to allow us to wake 
up as individuals besides conveying information outside of the academic format. There 
is a format, and our generation was trying to fit into that for grades, careers, and to earn 
more money and status. I met very different people in Gezi Park, I saw a different per-
son every day. In contrast to school, there everyone says hello, good morning, do you 
need anything to one another. I am witnessing things in a very different environment 
that I will possibly tell proudly in the future. At the end of the 304 course, while we were 
doing self-evaluation, you asked us what the course had contributed to us. Believe me, it 

 
güvende hissetmeli parkta öyle hissediyodu mesela telefon meselesi kimsenin hiçbişeyi kaybolmadı 
orda kaybolsaydı da çalınmış olma ihtimalini düşünmezdik telefonumu kaybetseydim de kay-
bolmuş olsa da bir sokak çocuğu ya da yan çadırdaki çocuk geldi telefonumu çaldı demezdim de 
yemek sırasında yada tuvalette düşürdüm herhalde güvende olma hissi insanda evinde olmuş hissi 
de yarattı aynı zamanda.” 
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did contribute so much that today, we are portraying a stance above politics, against all 
the provocation and the possibility of the abuse of our goodwill. You gave us lectures 
that were outside of the academic format, with a different way of understanding, in 
which we gave grades to ourselves. Today, we are trying to show our grievances to the 
ones who are governing us with a style where there is no gun, no violence, were there is 
an attempt to minimalize swearing but where there is humor and smiles. I wanted to tell 
you that now I understand better what you were trying to teach us in lectures, and I 
wanted to thank you.94 

The stage that the student talks about was placed in the middle of the park (Figure 
7), a little to the left of the pool. In the area where the pool is, the circular space 
within the rectangular area was appropriated as a space for public speaking of words 
and public performance of deeds. People were not confined to executing praxis in 
that area (they were already doing so in their encounters with one another), but this 
was a space designated specifically for that. A concrete, open space enabled itself to 
be appropriated into a space of appearance, and it thus turned into a public space.  

___________________________________________________________________ 
94  Translated from Turkish. Original: “Murat Hocam, yapmis oldugum final projesinin yaninda 

kucuk bir de yazi paylasmak istedim. 31 Mayis gununden beri Taksim’deyiz okuldan iki arkadasim-
la, ne yalan soyliyim kendimi sizin derslerde anlattiginiz Arendt’in kamusal alaninda gibi 
hissediyorum. Parkin icindeki cadirlarimiz private sphere (mahrem alan) gibi, meydan da public 
sphere (kamusal alan). Benzetmem ne kadar dogru emin degilim, temel gereksinimlerimizi 
karsiladigimiz yerler var Taksim’de, bir de kendimizce siyaset yaptigimiz meydanlar, bir tane de 
alan olusturulmus, mikrofon koymuslar. Herkes iki dakika konusuyor orada, insanlar birbirini 
dinliyor. Ilk donem sizden 304 (sosyal bilim felsefesi) dersini almistim, birgun ders esnasinda ciddi 
bir tartisma yasanmisti, siz de bize saygidan, dinlemeyi bilmekten, karsimizdakinin ozgurlugunu 
kisitlamamaktan bahsetmistiniz. Thammulu yoktu o sinifta insanlarin birbirini dinlemeye, epey 
tartisma yasamistik. Bugun Taksim’de o siniftan cok daha buyuk bir kalabalik birbirini dinliyor, 
birbirini anlamaya calisiyor. Siz akademik formatin disinda bilgi aktarmanin yaninda bizim birer 
birey olarak bilinclenmemize, bir nevi uyanmamiza yardimci olmaya calistiniz. Bir format vardir ve 
bizim nesil o formata ayak uydurmaya calisiyordu not icin, kariyer icin, daha cok para kazanmak 
icin, itibar icin. Ben Gezi parki’nda cok farkli insanlar tanidim, hergun farkli bir insan gordum. 
Okuldakinin aksine orada herkes birbirine merhaba diyor, gunaydin diyor, bir ihtiyacin var mi 
diyor. Cok farkli bir ortamda, belki ileride gururla anlatacagim seylere tanik oluyorum. Ilk donem 
304 dersinin sonunda bize self evaluation (ozdegerlendirme) yaparken dersin bize neler kattigini 
sormustunuz; inanin oyle cok sey katmis ki bizler bugun her turlu provokasyon, iyi niyetin suistimali 
ihtimaline karsi, orada “politika ustu” bir durus sergiliyoruz. Siz bize nasil standart akademik 
formatin disinda, bazen notun olmadigi, bazen notumuzu kendimizin verdigi degisik bir anlayista 
dersler verdiniz, biz de bugun bizi yonetenlere silahin olmadigi, siddetin olmadigi, kufurun 
minimize edilmeye casildigi, sadece mizahin ve gulumsemenin oldugu bir yontemle tepkimizi 
gostermeye calisiyoruz. Sizi ve derslerde bize anlatmak istediginiz seyleri artik cok daha iyi 
anladigimi belirtmek ve tesekkur etmek istedim.” 
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It is almost intuitive to think that social or political interactions need an appropriate 
place to occur. However, the factors that affect these social or political interactions, 
such as the design components of the space itself that influence the possibility for 
these interactions to occur, do not receive enough attention.  
 Urban scholars argue that there is a direct relationship between cultural diversity 
and public parks (Low, Taplin, & Scheld, 2009). Low et al. argue that the more its 
urban parks, beaches, and heritage sites remain public, the more a society will be 
able to integrate diverse communities and enable social tolerance. This is because, 
Low et al. claim, these spaces allow people to have a place in which “interpersonal 
and intergroup cooperation and conflict can be worked out in a safe public forum” 
(Low et al., 2009, p. 3). Low et al. define these spaces as “places where a wide variety 
of people of different gender, class, culture, nationality, and ethnicity intermingle 
peacefully” (Low et al., 2009, p. 4). However, these approaches fall short in explain-
ing the role of public spaces in the creation of certain publics. Gezi Park and the 
Gezi Park protests prove to be the perfect case to explore the role of technology in 
the form of the park itself, in order to unravel how the park enabled a specific public 
to occur.  
 According to Karayalı and Yaka, Gezi Park, through forming the Gezi Com-
mune, was an active agent in the protests:  

The primary infrastructure of the Gezi Uprising – the material setup that facilitated and 
enabled its constitutive modes of action and interaction – was the park itself. As with any 
modern park, its paths encourage pedestrians to drift, to wander in circles and ultimate-
ly to decelerate. In contrast to Taksim Square, right next to the park, the space isn’t 
suitable for marches and the choreography of unified masses. Rather, the fabric of the 
park facilitated a kind of federalist mode of assembly, enabling encounters between dif-
ferent sections, groups and identities who could thereby relate positively to each other, 
in the first step towards recomposition (Karakayalí & Yaka, 2014, p. 124). 

Gezi Park, then, was not only a political mediator (because it is a materially stabi-
lized realization of the memories of what happened in that space before), but it also 
facilitated and enabled the conditions of possibility for plurality, equality, and 
freedom to exist as a worldly reality. Below, I explore the community that was 
created during the protests. I argue that this community is the example of the 
authentic “we” that I defined at the beginning of this chapter.  
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5.2.2. The Gezi Commune  

As I have mentioned several times already, the Gezi Park protesters did not have a 
common ideology; they were not one homogeneous group belonging to the same 
political faction, ideology, or party. The protesters were composed of diverse groups 
of people with different backgrounds, levels of education, and age. Eken, observing 
that there was an obvious heterogeneity of the people within the park, defines some 
of the participants as “communists, anticapitalist Muslims, LGBT groups, anar-
chists, feminists, nationalists, Kurds, unaffiliated women and youngsters” (Eken, 
2014, p. 434). One of Eken’s most important insights is that, while the park housed 
these different identities and groups of people, the ambience within the park proved 
that holding on to these identities and groups was “utterly inadequate during the 
commune” (Eken, 2014, p. 434). The people within the park, according to Eken, 
were not very concerned with what one is or what one reveals; it was more im-
portant to observe what one becomes (Eken, 2014, p. 434). The people who were 
attracted to Gezi Park and wanted the park to remain as it was had different back-
grounds in life, different experiences, and different wishes for their future. Yet Gezi 
Park engulfed all these backgrounds, experiences, and wishes into something very 
common to all of these people: freedom. Because the focus of the people within the 
park was not who is what, but rather sharing experiences in the manner of interac-
tion, this interaction allowed people to encounter the other, while they themselves 
were becoming others too. My meaning here can be clarified by quoting what one of 
my respondents said:  

… for me, until Gezi, the hijab was a political symbol; maybe this is because of my own 
conservatism or standardization. But after Gezi, the hijab was not a political symbol for 
me anymore because I saw women with hijabs at Gezi too.95 

One might have strong ideas about a subject, like the hijab symbolizing the con-
servative Islamic lifestyle that opposes secularism, and it had indeed been utilized as 
such by many political parties in the past in Turkey. However, not all women who 
wear the hijab are wearing it to symbolize a choice as such. As already mentioned, 
the Turkish political environment was so polarized and fragmented before Gezi that 
people did not have the room to test their convictions, beliefs, and ideas. Gezi 
___________________________________________________________________ 

95  Translated from Turkish. Original: “benim için turban tamamen siyasi semboldü geziye kadar bu 
belki benim kendi gerikafalılığım belki benim daha tektipleştirmemden dolayı ama benim için 
geziden sonra turban siyasi sembol değil benim için çünkü orda başörtülü kızları da gördüm.” 
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opened that space of encountering the other while also encountering oneself. As 
Eken argues, the solidarity and commonality in the park during the protest was 
created out of this potential and possibility of one becoming, transforming, and 
changing in relation to the interactions in the park (Eken, 2014, p. 434). Eken 
continues: 

This is the logic of becoming: becoming is based on the seeds of transformation planted 
in an encounter in which each party moves on to something else that he or she could 
have never formulated before or outside the encounter. Thus an identity can never be-
come; rather, one becomes only through a minoritarian condition as what resists 
identity as a majoritarian norm (Eken, 2014, p. 434).  

In the previous chapter, I discussed how Gezi Park mediated the common sense of 
its time of creation – being a citizen rather than a subject of the Sultan. This com-
mon sense of the new Republic of Turkey at the time still has a strong place in the 
minds of Turkish people. Whatever political affiliations they might have, they know 
that they have the right to freedom and do not have to bow to the Sultan anymore; 
they are free citizens. This also becomes clear from the writing of Ahmet Insel, the 
famous Turkish academic and columnist, during the Gezi Park protests.  
 In his column in the newspaper Radikal, on June 4th 2013, Ahmet Insel (2013) 
argues that the Gezi movement is not similar to the movements within the Arab 
Spring. For Insel, the Gezi movement is a “revolt of dignity,” since the people who 
are attending the protests cannot be summarized as being against certain policies of 
the government (2013). According to Insel, this movement is:  

… a reaction against a person who boasts about the absolute power of the government, 
who perceives opposition and criticism with the codes of a seams braggart and who 
grew up in the culture of submissiveness. This is a revolt of people who cannot tolerate 
this aggressive and imperious style of politics and debased attitude, and who believe that 
their dignity of citizenship is damaged96 (Insel, 2013). 

___________________________________________________________________ 
96  Translated frrom Turkish. Original: “…iktidarının mutlaklığını övüne övüne dile getiren, 

muhalefet ve eleştiriyi façası bozulan kabadayının zihniyet dünyası kodlarıyla algılayan, biat kültürü 
içinde yetişmiş bir kişiliğe yönelik tepkidir her şeyden önce. Bu mütecaviz ve mütehakkim siyaset 
yapma tarzını, bu horgören üslubu hazmedemeyenlerin, yurttaş haysiyetlerinin zedelendiğini 
düşünenlerin ayaklanmasıdır.” 
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Insel’s analysis is also in line with what one of my respondents observed while being 
in the park. According to my respondent,  

Ahmet Insel called this a revolt of dignity; I believe he and I are making a similar analy-
sis, with simple words. It is like saying, “Don’t butt in to my life, don’t butt in about the 
length of my skirt, don’t butt in about who am I going to live with, make love with, If I 
live in a co-ed or I don’t, don’t butt in to these things.” … If we separate the first term he 
served, Tayyip Erdoğan and his governments interfered in every aspect of our lives for 
12 years, and they still continue to do so. And in the Gezi movement, people said, 
“Enough, don’t interfere.” He talks every day, every day he says something about our 
lives. If you look at the crowd at Gezi, everyone has a different … their own resistance. 
For years they didn’t have the room to resist, and they caught the possibility at Gezi. It is 
almost childish, but one of the mottos of the park in those days was, “That’s enough, 
shut up.”97  

This, I believe, is a good summary of the sentiment among my respondents when 
asked why they were at Gezi Park. It was a claim to freedom and a claim to dignity; 
being able to choose what one wishes for one’s own life rather than being told what 
one’s life should be. For one respondent, there was apparent political correctness 
and tolerance among the participants:  

It is disputable if all these people achieved something together, however they managed 
to stay in the same square meter. Politics in the park can be defined as “mış gibi yap-
mak”98 [which would translate into, “Act like it is”] In the US, people are acting like 
they are not racist or they respect the rights of the LGBT community, but when they 
are together with their friends they are making fun of black people or gays. Mild racism 
is everywhere in the US and the same can be said inside Gezi Park too. The secular 
blond girl for example might not be very happy about the Kurdish girl in the park, but 
she doesn’t say anything; there she acts perfectly politically correct and she would help 

___________________________________________________________________ 
97  Translated from Turkish. Original: “ahmet insel bu bir haysiyet kalkışması demişti sanırım bezner 

bi analiz yapıyoruz artık basit kelimelerle benim hayatıma karışma etek boyuma karışma kimle 
yaşıcağıma sevişceğime karışma kızlı erkekli evde kalırım kalmam karışma yani 12 yıldır tayyip 
erdoğan ve hükümetleri ilk dönemini biraz ayrı tutarsak herşeyimize karıştı hala daha devam ediyo 
ve gezi protestolarında durdu orda çünkü insanlar yeter dedi bi karışma artık bize bi sus yani 
hergün konuşuyo bu adam hergün biz bunu televizyonda görüyoruz ve Gezideki kalabalığa sorsan 
herkesin farklı bi isyanı var yıllardır kimse isyan edememiş orda öyle bi fırsat bulmuş ben de benim 
isyanıma gideyim diyo bence parkın ve o günlerin mottosu olabilcek bişey bence yeter artık bi sus 
daha bi sus yani.” 

98  This could be translated as “act like it is.” The expression might be used, for example, when 
someone goes to a restaurant and hates the food but must act like they enjoy it.  
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that girl if she needs anything. There was a certain political correctness in the park, but I 
don’t believe that there was a 100% unified common belief.99 

This tolerance also came from the fact that everybody was considered equal in the 
park, regardless not only of their political affiliation or way of life but also of their 
age. In Turkish society, age matters. Every child, from very early on, is taught to 
respect people older than them and avoid getting into arguments. This is called 
“knowing your place.” Especially concerning matters that are considered adult, such 
as economics or politics, it is commonly expected that younger people should avoid 
being disrespectful to older people by disagreeing with them. However, one re-
spondent said that in the park,  

If a kid just went in front of their tent and started talking, nobody would say to that kid, 
“Are you going to give me a lecture on politics, you little kid?” or something like that. 
People would say, “Look my brother, you might have read those things somewhere, but 
let’s talk and let me tell you what happened to me and how I lived.” In that sense, I 
don’t know if it was necessary to have a stage … I actually don’t think so, everybody 
had the freedom to say whatever they wanted whenever they wanted anyways.100 

Even though people were not always in agreement with one another, the political 
climate of the park was such that an individual respected the other who did not 
think or live like them. One respondent said, “I remember the first day we took Gezi 
Park, I remember how kind and understanding people were, the priority was 

___________________________________________________________________ 
99  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bence bu insanlarin birarada birseye ulastigini soylemek 

tartisilir ama ayni metrekarenin icinde durabildiler. Parkın içinde politika mış gibi yapmaktı bence. 
Amerikada mesela bence beyazların bi çoğu irkci degillermis ve LGBT toplulugunun haklarina 
saygi duyuomus gibi gibi davraniyorlar ama kendi en yakın güvendiği arkadaşıyla bu meselelerle 
dalga geçen bi tavır takınabilir en güvendiği kendi hubında. Mild racism Amerikada heryerde, 
gezidede bu vardı eminim ordaki farklı kitlelerde de mesela sarışın fönlü kız ordaki o halay çeken 
kürt kızdan çok da hoşnut değil aslında ama bişey demiyo orda siyaseten aslında kalıba çok uygun 
davranıyo ona bişeyde yardım da eder kız orda regl olsa belki orkid çıkarır verir yani belli bi 
politically correctness var orda ama yüzde yüz bir birleşme bir inanç birliği olduğunu 
düşünmüyorum.” 

100  Translated from Turkish. Original: “çadırının önünde de çıkıp bir çocuk konuşsaydı kimse ona 
aman sende 15 yaşında bacak kadar velet konuşuyosun bana siyaset dersi mi verceksin bi demezdi 
ona derdi ki bak kardeşim sen böyle düşünüyosun ama ben görmüş geçirmiş bi insanım sadece 
okumakla olmuyo bu işler gerçekten gel bide ben sana anlatayım o platform o yüzden çok da 
ihtiyaç varmıydı bimiyorum bence çok da yoktu herkes zaten orda istediği yerde istediği şeyi 
söyleme özgürlüğüne zaten sahipti.” 
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human, I cannot say anything else, it was focused on humanity, nobody cared about 
politics”.101,102 

 When I asked my respondents about how politics was experienced in the park, 
none of them talked about power relations between factions within the park, and 
none of them talked about reaching a goal or about organization towards reaching a 
goal. Their main concerns were for the presence and discussion of interaction, self-
expression, and being able to live together where there are different views on how to 
live. Based on their participation in the Gezi Park protests, Bilal and Nahrwold 
(2013) reflect on their experience: 

People experienced a new solidarity in the Gezi Commune. It was an alternative com-
munity, with a new usage of public space. The protesters reclaimed their space and 
experienced an urban utopia. In the Gezi Commune, there was no state violence be-
cause police were not allowed entry, no cash flow because everything was free, no 
authoritarian politics but instead directly democratic forums. An ideal public space was 
created, which empowered different perspectives and made possible something unique: 
different people contributed with their individual abilities and made themselves agents 
of history (Bilal & Nahrwold, 2013, p. 91). 

This common sentiment of a claim to freedom, according to one of my respondents, 
created a sense of solidarity among the people in the park. According to this re-
spondent, the park was  

… a space that we governed. And nobody wanted people to drink alcohol and go nuts 
in there; freedom didn’t mean going crazy. … I believe there is something problematic 
in the thing that we call the state, but during the Gezi protests small organizational states 
appeared. I mean they were trying to regulate and organize things, and those were 
causing factions among people, but … people were taking care of one another there. 
Women felt a sense of security; if someone catcalled them, women felt the courage to 
say, “What did you say to me?” and immediately somebody else would intervene, and 
the one who catcalled would have to escape, leave. … There was solidarity among 
people. The motivation to control yourself and act in a more civilized way became 

___________________________________________________________________ 
101  The respondent uses the term politics here in the sense of being discriminatory towards others in 

relation to one’s own political ideologies. This use of the term became clear from the follow-up 
questioning.  

102  Translated from Turkish. Original: “gezi parkını aldığımız kısmı hatırlıyorum dediğim gibi 
insanların çok kibar olmasını hatırıyorum çok anlayışlı olmasını hatırlıyorum başka bişey söyleyem-
iyorum çok insan ön plandaydı hiç politika filan değildi hani tabi şey vardı onu çok net o da çok 
etkileyiciydi bence topluca küfredebiliyodunuz hükümete karşı onu da çok net hatırlıyorum ve o 
insanı çok rahatlatıyo.” 
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more apparent – I really liked that – and this sense of solidarity is a very nice thing. If 
you asked for help, you would immediately get it. There, your act is not necessarily in-
dividual, but it is something that melted within something bigger, social movement is 
this anyways, but that sense of brotherhood and acting together really made an impres-
sion on me.103 

There was no agreed agenda among the participants of the protests. One respond-
ent said,  

… there was no police in the park, no authority. Actually it was a very contradictory 
scene – no police, no authority, no law, no jurisprudence – but there was a very beauti-
ful harmony. I think this is very important, because people were very different in terms 
of political ideas there. It is a miracle that there were no fights there, because there was 
no juridical basis, there was nothing institutional; a lot of people with very different polit-
ical ties were together there and somehow they were managing.104 

The respondents described some common experiences of feeling free – feeling 
respected and accepted for who they were – but their experiences varied. Some 
respondents said they learned a lot about opposing points of view, which helped 
them critically assess their own stances. Others said that they became more preju-
diced against Erdoğan and his supporters.  
 These commonalities and differences were present in almost all my respondents. 
They had different concerns, and they had different perspectives on how to be and 
how to live. However, unlike at any other time in Turkey, this time, they were able 
to express what they thought about this experience, show themselves as unique 
___________________________________________________________________ 

103  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bizim yönettiğimiz bi alandı ve insanların içki içip orda 
sapıtmasını kimse istemiyodu özgürlük sapıtmak demek değildi… devlet dediğimiz şeyde bi sıkıntı 
var ama gezi hareketi kendi içinde de ufak ufak organizasyonel devletçikler yaratmaya başladı 
devletçik demek istemiyorum da işi daha regularize eden kurumsallaştıran adımlar atıyolardı onlar 
da arıza yaratıyodu insanlar arasında ama orda insanlar birbirlerine göz kulak oluyolardı…bide 
güven geldi kadınlara da laf atan birisine ne diyosun sen ya daha kolay diyebilmeye başladı kadınlar 
öyle diyince noldu bişey mi var arkadaş diye birisi sordu o laf atan bızt diye kaçtı gitti insanlar 
arasında dayanışma ve kendini control etme daha uygarca davranma güdüleri daha çok ortaya 
çıktı o hoşuma gitti bide dayanışma ruhu hoş bişey bişey olsa birinden yardım istesen hemen 
yardım eder birey değil orda daha büyük bişeyin içinde erimiş bir eyleyiciliğin var sosyal hareket 
öyle bişey zaten o yoldaşlık o ortaklaşa olma isteyişlik hali var o beni etkilemişti açıkçası.” 

104  Translated from Turkish. Original: “parkta hiçbi polis yok hiçbi otorite yok hiçbişey yok aslında 
çok da tezat bi sahneydi polis yok hiçbi otorite yok yasa yok hukuk yok ama çok güzel bi harmoni 
vardı bence bu önemli çünkü orda siyaseten insanlar çok faklı yani orda bi kavga çıkmaması 
mucize bence çünkü ortada hiçbişey yok hukuksal bi zemin yok kurumsal bişey yok çok farklı siyasi 
bağları olan insanlar bir aradalar ve bi şekilde idare ediyolar.” 
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beings in relation to this experience, and be challenged by others in relation to this 
experience through interaction. One of the mottos of the protests was inspired by 
the graffiti that could be seen on walls all over Istanbul saying “Kahrolsun bağzı 
şeyler!” which would be translated as “Down with something or other!” (Seloni & 
Sarfati, 2017, p. 16). According to Seloni and Sarfati, this and many other uses of 
political graffiti point to how the protesters “tried to symbolically and linguistically 
blur the ideological distinctions between polarized groups, such as Kurds and 
Turkish nationalists or Islamists and secularists” (2017, p. 25). According to Arda:  

“other ways of interaction were promoted among the protesters in the Gezi Commune. 
This not only means that alternative behaviors were considered “valuable” but also that 
the terms of public appearance changed when the system of delegation lost its validity. 
Every protester was involved in the protests through their own personal commitment, 
without the label of identity, class, or any group affiliation, since these notions of entity 
did not apply in the sphere of the Gezi Commune. This indicates the emergence of a 
new “common” and the production of social relations diverging from the existent sys-
tem” (Arda, 2015, p.16).  

By blurring these ideological lines, the protesters opened the room for discussion, 
allowing everyone to voice their own grievances. ‘When I asked one of my respond-
ents what the “something” in the graffiti referred to, he talked first of all about the 
authorities’ plans to cut down trees in the park. But the slogan meant more than this 
to him, as he explained:  

According to me, that something was not the tree, it was not the park. That something 
there was intervention into lifestyle and generally opposing the AKP. I mean I don’t be-
lieve, of course, there is some sense of sensitivity towards the tree and the environment; 
what they did there is a serious massacre; it is not one tree there. But the problem is not 
the tree. Like the AKP says, “Look, the problem is not the tree; they want to overthrow 
us.” I agree with this; they read this differently, according to their own agenda, but really 
the tree was not the only problem there. Yes, the starting point was the tree, it was na-
ture. But we need to look at the conjuncture at the same time: there is a third bridge105 

and the name of the bridge is Yavuz Sultan Selim.106 There is hopelessness everywhere; 

___________________________________________________________________ 
105  At the time of the interview, the third bridge on the Bosphorus, connecting the Asian and 

European parts of Istanbul, was under construction.  
106  Yavuz Sultan Selim was the Ottoman Sultan who ruled the empire between 1512 and 1520, well 

known by the Alevite community because of his massacres of Alevites to punish their cooperation 
with the Persian Safavids (Üşenmez & Duman, 2015). In the follow-up questioning, the respondent 
expressed his dissent as to the choice of the name for the bridge, since to him, naming a bridge after 
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the system is not working; democratic institutions are not working; this government 
cannot be overthrown or weakened, or it does not act according to the rules of democ-
racy while being in power, it creates its own one-party state. The people in the park 
said, “Stop!” to this. As a general umbrella, it was being against the AKP.107 

This respondent claims that most of the people were in the park because they were 
against the AKP. It comes across implicitly from my interviews that the reason for 
people to oppose the AKP was the intervention of the ruling government into 
citizens’ daily lives. Resisting these interventions also went hand-in-hand with 
identity claims, as some of my respondents perceived themselves as secular, liberal 
people who prioritized personal freedom in the sense of being able to do what one 
wants, as long as one does not harm others. While some of my respondents per-
ceived an attack on their identity to come in the form of a ban on alcohol, others 
saw Erdoğan’s comments on women’s clothing and his call to have at least three 
children as an attack. It must be noted that Turkey is a patriarchal society, where 
families still claim the right to intervene in the lifestyles of their children. However, 
nowhere in modern Turkish history have these interventions come from a Prime 
Minister directly. The more people were able to express these grievances, the better 
they were able to understand one another. One respondent said,  

Gezi says, “Down with something or other.” This is a message that also has a negative 
content outside of ideology. It said, “Don’t do it, don’t touch my park.” That was the 
first thing the protests said: “I won’t allow it, you are doing wrong and I am doing 

 
a sultan who massacred Alevites shows sectarianism, favoring one sect of the religious population 
over the other.  

107  Translated from Turkish. Original: “o bişey bence ağaç değildi park değildi o bişey orda yaşam 
tarzına müdahaleydi ve genel olarak ak parti muhalifliğiydi yani ben şeye inanmıyorum oraya gelen 
çoğu insan evet hani ilk başta orda bi ağaç bi duyarlılık var tabi ki de orda yapılan çok ciddi bi 
katliam ama var bitek ağaç değil orda mesele bu da şey gibi değil ak partinin kullandığı gibi hani 
mesele ağaç değil bakın görüyosunuz mesele bizi devirmek onlar bunu farklı okuyolar kendi işlerine 
gelicek şekilde ama ben şu anlamda onlara da katılıyorum çünkü gerçekten olay bitek agaç da 
değildi orda evet çıkış noktası ağaçtı çıkış noktası doğaydı ama aynı zamanda konjonkture bakalım 
3.bi köprü var ismi yavuz sultan selim konuluyo tamamen umutsuzluk hakim system işlemiyo 
demokratik kurumlar işlemiyo bu hükümet devrilmiyo bi türlü yada zayıflamıyo yada iktidarda 
kalıp demokratik şekilde hereket etmiyo kendi tek parti devletini oluşturuyo ve bu kitlenin buna dur 
demesiydi ve şu da önemli gezi parkındaki kitle belki bi tık daha çevre duyarlılığı üzerinden 
toplanabilir ama gezinin diger şehirlerdeki yansıması 2007 cumhurbaşkanlığı seçimleri dönemin-
deki o cumhuriyet mitinglerinden sonra umutsuzluğa kapılan kitle izmirde antalyada yeniden 
sokağa döküldü motivasyon orda biraz daha ak parti karşıtlığıydı gezide bi tık daha çevreyi falan da 
koyabiliriz ama yine de genel çatı olarak ak parti muhalifliğiydi.” 
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right”. … The AKP was able to beget victimhood and claim a moral superiority until 
the Gezi protests, but there they lost it because they attacked innocent people. Gezi said, 
“I won’t allow it”; that is the only thing Gezi said. It didn’t say anything other than that 
or even try to say anything other than that.108  

The sentiment that this respondent expresses about the protesters, namely “I won’t 
allow it,” is a very concise summary of the matters of concern of the people I 
interviewed. Some were deeply concerned about what they saw as neoliberal urban 
transformation of Istanbul, while others were concerned that they would lose their 
individual freedoms. Some were concerned about keeping the park intact and 
making sure others remembered the past the way that they did, while others were 
concerned about the autocratic tendencies of the government.  
 The aim of demolishing Gezi Park was not merely for commercial or cosmetic 
reasons. The government wanted to take down the carefully spaced trees that 
allowed people to see others while walking in the park. At the end of the walking 
route, the government wanted to build on the circular area where park benches are 
located, where people could encounter one another and possibly interact if they 
wished to do so. The intervention of the government in attempting to demolish this 
public park was an intervention in the political landscape of Turkey, since through 
its design and its place in the common sense of the Turkish people, this park could 
turn into a space of appearance at any time. That was the danger the government 
wanted to eliminate: the possibility of humans acting – and acting together – since it 
is that form of action and power that can begin something new, that can start 
revolutions, and that can overthrow governments. There was a dynamic relationship 
between the park, the commune, and the individual acting agents within the park 
that all played a role in the formation and cultivation of a new public.  
 In the previous chapter, I presented the design of Gezi Park as a reflection of the 
common sense of the time it was created. This enabled me to show that Gezi Park 
was created to enable the citizens of the new Turkish Republic to enjoy public life. 
The people of Turkey knew what Gezi Park meant for them because of their shared 
common world and common sense. The common sense of the time of Gezi Park’s 
___________________________________________________________________ 

108  Translated from Turkish. Original: “gezi protestolarının birincisi kahrolsun bağzı şeyler diyo ya 
ideoloji dışında bir negative içeriği olan bir mesajı vardır yapma dedi dokunma parkıma dokunma 
dedi ilk söylediği şey buydu buna izin vermicem dedi yanlış yapıyosun ben doğru yapıyorum dedi 
ak parti gezi hareketine kadar mağduriyet peydahlayabilen moral üstünlük iddia eden bir siyasi 
hareketti orda kaybetti masum insanlara saldırdı çünkü orda söylediği şey buna izin vermicemdi 
gezi hareketinin söylediği şey budur başka bişey de söylemedi zaten söylemeye de çalışmadı.” 
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construction could be summarized as “becoming free citizens rather than the 
subjects of the Ottoman Sultan,” and this was reflected in the park’s design in the 
early days of the Turkish Republic: The design choices of Prost inscribed this 
common sense into the park. As already explained, from technological mediation of 
action, material artifacts inhibit or invite certain forms of activity. In that sense, the 
park itself also had a role in becoming a space for freedom in our common sense. I 
explained this relationship as the technological mediation of common sense, which is 
the first step of the technopolitical mediation of technologies.  
 During the protests, however, Gezi Park assumed a different identity – a differ-
ent role in people’s lives. As mentioned before, Gezi Park was a space of relaxation, 
a green area, and a space used for a variety of leisure activities for the people of 
Istanbul. Taksim Square is also a space that has been appropriated for different 
purposes and by different groups of people over time. In short, it is the gathering 
spot for different interest groups to raise their voices, for whatever reasons they may 
variously have (Gül et al., 2014). Therefore, the park has a strong affiliation with 
what Taksim Square means for people in Turkey: freedom, equality, and diversity. 
However, as has been seen, because it was maintained as a public space where 
freedom, equality, and diversity are the driving values that engulf the community, 
the park during the protests assumed a different role: a polis. Based on the analyses 
above, I argue that the organization of the protesters within the park during the 
protests portrays a specific interpretation of sharing a common space. This specific 
interpretation of sharing a common space is fostered by spaces that are multistable. 
In the section below, I demonstrate that the formation of a new political community 
in Gezi Park was actually an end result of technological mediation of intersubjectivi-
ty.  

5.3. Technological Mediation of Intersubjectivity  

In this section, following the theoretical and empirical insights already discussed, I 
demonstrate technopolitical mediation of technologies as a two-step process. I show 
that Arendt’s definition of public space (which requires plurality of perspectives and 
a stable material space) is inextricably linked to the concept of multistability. I argue 
that spaces that are multistable (and maintain their multistability) enable the for-
mation of an authentic political community. Providing a new interpretation of 
Kudina’s hermeneutic lemniscate, I show that the material space in which people 
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meet mediates both the way in which a community is formed and the way in which 
one becomes a part of such community.  

5.3.1. Gezi Park and Multistability  

As has been frequently mentioned, people are drawn to certain physical public 
spaces because these places have meaning for them, they remember the events that 
happened in those places, and those events mean something for them as individuals 
and as a community. As mentioned before, Arendt positions common sense as the 
basis of our common cultural context, but this common cultural context is also 
informed by physical, material products like public parks or buildings. Let me return 
to the quote where Arendt herself on one occasion acknowledged this:  

If … we understand the political in the sense of the polis, its end or raison d’être would 
be to establish and keep in existence a space where freedom as virtuosity can appear … 
this is the realm where freedom is a worldly reality, tangible in words which can be 
heard, in deeds which can be seen, and in events which are talked about, remembered 
and turned into stories before they are finally incorporated into the great storybook of 
history. Whatever occurs in this space of appearances is political by definition, even 
when it is not a direct product of action (Arendt, 2006a, p. 153). 

In this quotation from Arendt, it can be seen that she is portraying a definition of a 
public space: a space that hosts freedom and where the manifestation of this freedom 
turns into a story that is embedded in the space where it occurred. Thus, the pres-
ence of multistability – both multiplicity and stability – is essential to be able to call a 
space a public space. However, what should be remembered here is that meaning 
making for Arendt, as has been seen, is not an individual endeavor. It is deliberation, 
contestation, and engagement with one another and the space itself that enables 
meaning making. The concept of multistability, as it has been explored in postphe-
nomenology until now, does not take into account this pluralistic and communal act 
of meaning generation. In order to explain my point further, I need to revisit the 
concept of multistability.  

a. Multistability Revisited 

In the previous chapter, I touched upon the notion of multistability, since it is one of 
the building blocks of postphenomenology.109 Don Ihde was the first philosopher 
___________________________________________________________________ 

109  See Chapter 4, p.122 
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who conceptualized the way in which we can think of a technology that is “designed 
for a specific purpose but is at the same time open to alternate uses and yet at the 
same time again still somehow remains limited in the ways it can possibly be used” 
(Rosenberger, 2017, p. 10). The concept of multistability explains the capacity of 
technologies to be used for different purposes than those for which they were 
designed. Ihde argues that “no technology is one thing, nor is it incapable of belong-
ing to multiple contexts” (Ihde, 1999, p. 47).  
 However, this does not mean that any technology, device, or artifact can be used 
for any purpose desired and can be meaningful in any way possible (Rosenberger, 
2017 p. 14). It means that the design of the technology is influential in the possible 
ways in which that technology can be used. The design of an artifact shapes the uses 
and meanings that are possible in relation to the use of that artifact. This means 
that, in relation to the design of the technology, “only some relationships between a 
user and a technology prove to be ‘stable’ within the experience of users and a user’s 
relationship with a technology is open to multiple ‘stabilities’” (Rosenberger, 2017, 
p. 15). Multistability shows that technologies always carry within themselves the 
potential to mediate human experience in various ways (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 16). 
Whatever the intended use of the technology, there is always more than one “path 
for a given technology to transform a user’s ability to act on, perceive, and under-
stand the world” (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 16). The material structure of the artifact, 
though, presents limits to the potential interpretations, acts, perceptions, and 
understandings of the users (Rosenberger, 2017).  
 Thus, to sum up the two main points that multistability highlights, it can be said 
that a) it is always possible to have multiple relations and uses of a technology, and b) 
this possibility is also limited to the material configuration of the technology or 
artifact in question (Rosenberger, 2014). According to Rosenberger (2017), “a device 
like a park or subway bench is simply an inert object” (p. 5), meaning that these 
objects do not have a mind or intentions. However, Rosenberger continues, these 
objects are still capable of being part of “large-scale collective ends” (p. 5). Here, 
Rosenberger highlights the necessity of understanding technologies as things that are 
open to certain uses while being closed to others (p. 5). This allows technologies to 
be “amenable to concrete alteration by different social forces advancing different 
political objectives” (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 5). Taking as an example Isomu Nogu-
chi’s 1933 architectural creation Play Mountain, Wittingslow argues that artifacts 
can actively and intentionally be designed as multistable (Wittingslow, 2020). This 
allows the possibility of a park being appropriated as a public space, playground, 
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strange landscape, and sculptural installation, according to Wittingslow (2020). But 
then, how do we know, in our collective consciousness, that a space has been 
appropriated as such? In other words, how would the temporary appropriation, for 
example, of a public park as a public space have a place in our collective interpreta-
tive framework? Rosenberger connects this issue to visibility, as I explore below.  

b. Dominant and Alternative Stabilities 

Rosenberger argues that the stability that is the second half of the term “multistabil-
ity” should be analyzed further, since it can be a key to understanding how certain 
objects come to be used in the same way by generations of people. This type of 
stability is called the “dominant stability” of an object (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 17). 
Dominant stability is the main purpose for which a technology is created and also 
the purpose for which it is used by most people (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 17). Even 
though technologies can assume multiple stabilities, dominant stability refers to “the 
context of the most frequent use of the technology in question” (Rosenberger, 2017, 
pp. 17–18). To explain multistability and dominant stability at work, Rosenberger 
presents his famous example of the public benches. A regular bench is a simple 
design; as described by Rosenberger, “it is designed for the simple purpose of 
providing a place to sit. It accomplishes this by presenting a horizontal surface of 
appropriate size and height” (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 8). 
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Figure 8: Example of a Public Bench in Gezi Park, Istanbul (Gökberk, 2013). 
 
This type of public bench, according to Rosenberger, is common to parks, train and 
subway platforms, and bus stops (Rosenberger, 2017). This type of bench can be 
seen at the end of the walking routes around the water fountain in Gezi Park (see 
Figure 8). Like most technologies, public benches have a dominant stability, which is 
the purpose for which they were designed (Rosenberger, 2017). The dominant 
stability of the public bench is that it is a place to sit, and the bench mediates its 
users’ experience by turning a regular space within the world into a place to sit 
(Rosenberger, 2017). The alternative stability of the public bench can be a bike rack, 
or a support for leaning against for joggers to perform stretching exercises (Rosen-
berger, 2017). Rosenberger adds that there is another well-known use of public 
benches: They are also used by homeless people to lie down on (Rosenberger, 2017). 
For example, a bench that is placed under a bus stop with a small roof can be a 
space of shelter to the homeless, in three ways (Rosenberger, 2017). It is a place to 
hide from wind, rain, and sun; it provides the relative safety of a crowded and well-
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lit area; and it provides an occasion to circumvent anti-loitering laws (Rosenberger, 
2017).  
 According to Rosenberger, this alternative use of public benches is disappearing 
due to a design choice: adding a vertical seat divider, armrest, or handle to the long 
plank where people are supposed to sit (Rosenberger, 2017).  
 

 
Figure 9: Subway Bench With Seat Dividers, New York City, New York, USA. Photograph 
by the Author (Rosenberger, 2017, p.13).  
 
The benches seen in Figure 9 are placed in a subway station in New York. Rosen-

berger suggests that this design choice is working hand-in-hand with the anti-

loitering laws (Rosenberger, 2017).  

 

From Public Benches to Public Spaces 
For Rosenberger, the example of the public bench, with its dominant and alterna-
tive stabilities, is an excellent example that can be expanded to public spaces in 
general (Rosenberger, 2017). There are various dominant stabilities of public parks: 
They are places of outdoor recreation and relaxation, which allow people to exercise 
and gather together (Rosenberger, 2017). They are spaces for events, and they are 
vital green spaces within cities that provide playgrounds for children (Rosenberger, 
2017). These dominant stabilities of public parks are accompanied by alternative 
stabilities. They can be places of shelter and sleep for the homeless, for example 
(Rosenberger, 2017).  
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 Through the example of the benches, Rosenberger aims to highlight that 
technological design can serve a certain political agenda (Rosenberger, 2017). As 
with the example of Gezi Park I have provided in Chapter 4, Rosenberger argues 
that specific design choices of technologies can invite or inhibit specific actions in 
relation to them. It can be readily understood how Gezi Park was an example of 
inviting a certain action (being able to enjoy a free, public life as a citizen), and 
Rosenberger’s benches are an example of how a design choice can inhibit a certain 
action (sleeping on a bench). According to Rosenberger, any technology, whatever 
its design, is open to multiple uses and meanings (Rosenberger, 2017). However, 
social agendas of city officials, governments, or even society in general have an 
influence on the multistability of technologies, and this influence takes the form of 
certain modifications (Rosenberger, 2017). Rosenberger outlines these modifications 
as restrictionary modifications, unrestrictionary modifications, and expansionary 
modifications. (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 36) In a restrictionary modifications, the 
undesired alternative stability of a technology is closed off. According to Rosen-
berger,  

A powerful social group may prefer to restrict the device in a way that renders it possible 
to use only through the group’s own preferred stability. Through material inscriptions, 
the technology can be modified so that it is difficult or impossible to use in terms of the 
undesired stability (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 36). 

The modifications to the public benches are an example of restrictionary modifica-
tions for Rosenberger. There are two subcategories within restrictive modifications: 
Prohibitory modifications aim at making it impossible to use a device in relation to a 
particular use, and dissuasionary modifications only aim at discouraging that usage 
(Rosenberger, 2017, p. 36). 
 Unrestrictionary modifications occur after a restrictive modification has been 
made and a certain stability of a technology has been closed off. (Rosenberger, 2017) 
In this case, “a rival network may work to ‘reopen’ that stability” (Rosenberger, 
2017, p. 37). Using “counterinscriptive methods,” the opposing group can lift the 
restrictions and make the closed stability a possibility again (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 
37). Rosenberger’s third category is expansionary modifications, where technology is 
modified to expand the multiplicity of stabilities that it has (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 
37). Expansionary modifications give room for different interpretations and different 
possibilities of use (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 37). In this category, according to Rosen-
berger, a distinction can be made between a facilitationary modification, which 
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simply allows a new stability, and a persuasionary modification that will “actively 
encourage usage in terms of that new stability” (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 38).  
 Through the example of the wall-mounted subway seats in Montreal (where the 
designer intended the low seats to be occupied by children, but the design worked as 
an anti-sleep public bench), Rosenberger highlights that the effect of the design of a 
technology can be separate from the intent of the designer (Rosenberger, 2017, pp. 
62–63). This shows that in order to understand the impact of the design of a tech-
nology, one needs to look at the societal structures, history, and culture where that 
technology is embedded. As explained through the example of anti-sleep public 
benches, technologies can aid and implement certain agendas of certain social 
groups, and they can make another group invisible within public life (Rosenberger, 
2017, p. 68). Here, Rosenberger argues that if, for example, the people of a city do 
not encounter homeless people in their daily life, then the problem of homelessness 
becomes invisible.  
 According to Rosenberger, the success of these restrictionary modifications lies in 
their capacity to make problems such as homelessness invisible. Once something is 
invisible, this “has the potential to lead the larger community to grow unaware of 
the problem or even to mistakenly assume that the problem is less severe than it 
actually is” (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 68). Once people no longer encounter the 
problem in their everyday life, it becomes easier for them to be oblivious of it and to 
never even think about it (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 69). According to Rosenberger, 
technologies should be understood “as essentially wrapped up within our society’s 
larger politics, including economic systems, law enforcement procedures, democratic 
and undemocratic representational schemes, penal methods, and racial and sexual 
power dynamics” (Rosenberger, 2017, p. 75).  

5.3.2. Technological Mediation of Intersubjectivity in Gezi Park  

Until now, I have delineated Rosenberger’s approach to multistability. In particular, 
Rosenberger’s unpacking of dominant and alternative stabilities of technology is a 
valuable addition to the concept of multistability itself. It is obvious that these 
alternative stabilities are end results of the appropriation of technologies. However, 
Rosenberger’s argument has the same shortcoming of describing appropriation 
(meaning making) as an individual activity. It is true that meaning making can be 
individual. As Rosenberger convincingly shows, by appropriating a public bench as 
a place to sleep and as a space of shelter, a homeless person is able to create alterna-
tive stabilities of a simple technology. However, these alternative stabilities do not 
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have a place in our collective consciousness because these alternative stabilities are 
made invisible, and therefore, the meaning attached to these public benches is erased. 
What Rosenberger misses is that meaning creation, especially when it concerns 
making an appropriation visible and stable, is a collective act.  
 If Rosenberger’s insights are applied to what happened in Gezi Park, it can be 
claimed that Gezi Park assumed a different identity – a different role in people’s lives 
– during the protests. As mentioned, the dominant stabilities of the park are its uses 
as a space of relaxation, as a green area, and for a variety of leisure activities for the 
people of Istanbul. Taksim Square is also a space that has been appropriated for 
different purposes and by different groups of people over time. In short, it is the 
gathering spot for different interest groups to raise their voices, for whatever reasons 
they may variously have (Gül et al., 2014). Therefore, the park has a strong affilia-
tion with what Taksim Square means for people in Turkey: freedom, equality, and 
diversity. However, as has been seen, because the park was maintained as a public 
space where freedom, equality, and diversity are the driving values that engulf the 
community, the park during the protests assumed an alternative stability: a polis.  
 Based on the organization of the protesters within the park, Gezi Park during the 
protests constituted a specific interpretation of sharing a common space. I believe 
this interpretation illustrates a close relationship between the authenticity of a 
community (and eventually of the individual) and the concept of multistability. A 
community could be considered authentic when it creates a new meaning through 
the appropriation of an artifact, while allowing differing interpretations to coexist 
and not simply adapting the dominant stability of the artifact in question. The 
inauthentic community would be one that embraces the dominant stability of an 
artifact while suppressing alternative interpretations and appropriations of the 
artifact in question. The protesters’ interpretation of sharing a common space was 
itself the process of technological mediation of intersubjectivity: The interplay 
between humans and the material design of the park opened new realms of action 
within the world through fostering engagement between diverse subjectivities. 
However, the fact that this park was able to be interpreted as a polis was dependent 
on its multistable character. 
 As Wittingslow (2020) argues, not all public spaces are multistable. For example, 
one could imagine an urban ethos that is both deterministic and suffocating; one 
that, despite the existence of public space, does not allow for creative or playful 
reinterpretations of function and purpose. The objects inspired by this ethos might 
well hold its inhabitants in the world, but this ethos would also make meaningful 
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political action impossible and might actively jeopardize the appearance of political 
action as Arendt intended the term (Wittingslow, 2020). Nor is it the case that all 
multistable spaces are public spaces. As previously noted, it is political interaction 
that turns a space into a public space. Not all human communities gather in a space 
for political interaction. In that sense, to be able to observe technological mediation 
of intersubjectivity, it is first necessary to be able to observe technological mediation 
of common sense. Even if the mediation of common sense occurs for someone who 
engages with a technology, how the interplay between the subject and the intersub-
jective community will play out is to a certain extent dependent on the multistable 
design of the technology in question. In addition, the existence of a political com-
munity that appropriates a space as a public space is also dependent on the context 
of the mediation of common sense.  
 In that sense, I argue that in order to grasp the political significance of technolo-
gy, it is necessary to go through a two-step analysis of the technopolitical mediation: 
first, the mediation of common sense, and second, the mediation of intersubjectivity. 
In the following section, I illustrate the two-step model of technopolitical mediation 
through an elaboration of the material space Gezi Park and Kudina’s model of the 
hermeneutic lemniscate.  

5.4. Technopolitical Mediation  

  
Figure 10: Hermeneutic Lemniscate (The first move)  
 
In the previous chapter, I explained technological mediation of common sense 
through the case study of the Gezi Park protests. With this case study, I demonstrat-
ed the move from the upper left curve towards the lower right curve of the 
lemniscate model (Figure 14).  
 In proceeding from the upper left curve to the lower right curve (as portrayed 
with red arrows), it can be seen that human access to common sense and the com-
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mon world was mediated through technology, in this case the physical space of Gezi 
Park itself and social media platforms like Facebook and Twitter. Gezi Park 
strengthened the common aspect of the world and brought these people together for 
its preservation, not only because it was in danger, but also because of its importance 
to the people of Turkey. Social media reinforced this existing reality and enabled 
access to the world through the spread of information. Gezi Park conveyed common 
sense, as it is the material form of Turkey’s cultural memory: The Turks knew what 
Gezi Park stood for because of their common sense. According to Arendt, a space 
only becomes a public space through human appropriation. Thus, this human 
appropriation is not in vain – even in the case of Gezi Park where the participants 
were eventually dispersed by the authorities – because it has achieved this spatial 
transformation. Only when a person appropriates a space through their praxis does 
this space become a space of appearance.  
 Up to this point, I have given an overview of what appealed to my respondents 
and made them act or understand. Until this point, Kudina’s lemniscate is helpful, 
flawlessly illustrating the first step of technopolitical mediation. The problem, 
however, occurs on the move from the upper right curve towards the lower left 
curve. For Kudina, at the point where the world is, the human being is a singular 
person. It is true that this singular person has access to their personal history and the 
history of the community that they belong to, but nevertheless the person in this 
scheme is alone. The movement from the world to the person through the technolo-
gy in this lemniscate is concerned with a specific meaning making of one person 
once engaged with a technology, in order to have access to a phenomenon. Kudina 
(2019) argues:  

through the effective histories of people, the initial meaning of a technology remains in 
flux. As soon as a preliminary meaning is established, it becomes the background for 
further interpretation, triggered by the new information about the device, new or possi-
ble contexts of application and the experience generated in using the technology. The 
process of appropriation is never finished. It is the effective history of a person, together 
with the productive context and the technological mediations, that ensure multiple pos-
sibilities for interpreting the same technology, and consequently, devising several courses 
of action (p. 105). 

As she clearly shows, this moral change is strongly related to the cultural and moral 
history of the person in question. The problem is that the meaning making – even 
the act of establishing the preliminary meaning, let alone generating a new meaning 
through appropriation in a new technology – is not a singular activity. In the 
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previous chapters, I showed that access to common sense, in other words access to 
the interpretative framework of a community, is already an act that one does not 
Carry out alone. One is always embedded in the community that one belongs to. 
Kudina presents techno-moral change as an inward activity, in which a singular 
person engages with the world through a technology. This person certainly has 
access to their individual history, but that is all. This new meaning, or the new 
stability that is reached with the technology, for Kudina, does not even need to be 
seen or heard by others; it is already within the world.  
 I argue that Kudina’s model of the hermeneutic lemniscate needs to be expand-
ed in the direction of visibility and intersubjectivity, and it needs to be construed as a 
two-step model to clearly signify the technopolitical mediation of technology, for two 
reasons. First, as Rosenberger (2017) shows in his analysis of the public benches, the 
appropriation of a technology needs to be visible in order for that appropriation to 
have its place among multiple stabilities that the technology can possess. This 
visibility refers to the collective aspect of public life. Kudina’s approach fails to 
acknowledge the collective aspect of meaning making and of meaning stabilization. 
It is true that once a meaning is stabilized, this does not mean that the technology 
cannot be appropriated. However, for the world to incorporate the new meaning 
that was generated concerning the technology in question, that meaning has to be 
seen or heard: It has to be an outward activity. And any outward activity – any 
public act – is necessarily influenced by others. Second, this outward activity can 
only be Carried out by people who have already gone through the technopolitical 
mediation of common sense. It is appropriate here to return to this argument with 
reference to the hermeneutic lemniscate.  

 
Figure 11: Hermeneutic Lemniscate, The second move  
 
The discussion now concerns the move from the upper right curve towards the 
lower left curve (as portrayed with red arrows). After entering Gezi Park and reach-
ing the protests, a person would have seen numerous groups of others that they had 
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not seen before: a crowd that was attracted to the same phenomenon in the same 
space as this person was. We already know that the individual who was attracted to 
the park had in their mind one of the amplified meanings of the space, which is 
freedom.  
 With this in mind, and because of what the park allows the individual to do, the 
individual was able to transform a common leisure space into a public space. 
Because Gezi Park and its surrounding area means freedom, one who is attracted to 
that place also acts in accordance with the notion of freedom and shows respect for 
freedom of expression. This informs all the actions one Carries out while being in 
the park. In other words, the attitude of an individual towards others – respecting 
the others’ rights to freedom and equality – is, to an extent, an end result of that 
individual’s engagement with the park and what the park means. I explained this 
engagement as the first step of the technopolitical mediation, which is mediation of 
the common sense. 
 The people in the park were moved towards interaction rather than dispute, 
listening rather than shouting, and understanding rather than giving in to their 
prejudices, because of what the park means. This intersubjective group of people 
was influenced by what the park meant and signified for them, not only individually 
but also collectively. People saw and engaged with the walking routes, the trees 
carefully planted with space between them to enable those walking in the park to see 
each other, and the park benches at the end of the walking route so that people who 
encounter one another can sit and talk. This informed their behavior within the 
park, so that they were inclined towards openness, tolerance, and respect. The 
multistability of the park enabled people to create alternative stabilities for the park 
and turn it into a space that would take care of most of the basic needs of the 
protesters. Multiplicity and stability here play an essential role. Because of what the 
park allowed people to do, they were able to appropriate the park as a public space. 
Thus, the people who were in the park not only stopped its destruction but also 
created a community. The technology in the middle, in the move from the upper 
right curve to the lower left curve, enabled a human intentionality for polis making. 
However, as noted above, this intentionality would not be present without the first 
step of the technopolitical mediation, namely mediation of common sense.  
 The human, the technology, the world, and the intersubjective other all contrib-
ute to a new, temporary appearance of praxis in the world, which will later be 
stabilized within the common sense that people will share with their fellow humans, 
either in the form of cultural products or material objects. These cultural products 
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and material objects will inform further appearances of praxis as well. What needs to 
be noted is that this two-step process of technopolitical mediation never comes to an 
end. It is always in motion, and what can be analyzed are the momentary, tempo-
rary mediations.  
 In the previous chapter, I argued that there was also a digital dimension that 
enabled people to participate in the Gezi Park protests. The role of social media 
platforms was unavoidable, in the sense that people were constantly informing one 
another from within and outside of the park. I also pointed out that the role of social 
media, as it was perceived by the respondents, tended to be conceptualized in terms 
of sharing information. Social media was especially influential in the first step of the 
technopolitical mediation, the mediation of common sense. In the section below, I 
delve into how social media mediated intersubjectivity among the participants of the 
protests. I do this with reference to the existing literature and the scripts of the 
interviews I conducted with the participants of the Gezi Park protests.  

5.5. Technopolitical Mediation on Social Media  

Now that I have outlined the two-step model of technopolitical mediation, I want to 
apply this model to understand the role of Facebook in the mediation of intersubjec-
tivity. According to my respondents, the experience of political activity would be 
limited if it were only confined to digital spaces, like social media platforms or, 
specifically, Facebook. According to one of my respondents, political interactions are 
more effective when they are exercised in the form of face-to-face interaction:  

the valuable thing that we did in the park is that we were able to talk face-to-face. I 
mean, there is a difference between reading and seeing something and experiencing 
that thing, there is a difference between someone coming to you and saying pepper 
spray is very bad and you breathing that spray and breathing that for unfair reasons, 
there you see how bad it is; or someone telling you the righteousness of a movement 
with their tweets or telling you the same thing while looking into your eyes, because 
when you look into the eyes of people, you see how much they believe in the thing they 
are telling you, and if someone that is across from me is telling me this while believing in 
it, I have the urge to listen to them. I mean I say, this guy, if he is telling me this with this 
much belief, there must be a reason, and if I don’t believe it, maybe I lack something, 
maybe I don’t know some things, maybe I should read more on this, maybe I should 
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talk to more people about this. That was the biggest advantage of the park, the experi-
ence of interaction and being with one another, that taught me a lot.110 

According to this respondent, an act is a political act only if it is exercised in public 
by people who have physical and bodily existence in the public space. It is not 
surprising that my respondent found face-to-face interaction more valuable than 
online interaction with regard to political experience. According to research con-
ducted by Feezell et al., “in face-to-face interactions people are physically held 
accountable for their statements and conversation” (Feezell, Conroy, & Guerrero, 
2009, p. 9), whereas on Facebook and other social media platforms, one can be 
anonymous and not held socially accountable for whatever content one shares. 
Gertz (2018) also observes that, as humans, we have a desire for “evading the 
burden of accountability” (Gertz, 2018, p. 9). Clicking on a link or sharing a piece of 
information allows us to feel justified; thus, platforms such as Facebook and Twitter 
contribute to this desire to avoid accountability (Gertz, 2018). Evgeny Morozov 
(2011) defines online political participation as “slacktivism,” since he believes this 
form of participation gives one the feeling of being politically active through voicing 
opinions, while not producing any political change or political impact. Morozov’s 
analysis was shared by one of my respondents, when she defined her online political 
participation as “not playing by the book”:  

What I do on Facebook, I’m giving an example, there was this Soma mine disaster, all 
of us changed our profile pictures to mines: that doesn’t mean anything actually. Or, for 
example, we are making a show of mourning, like when Berkin Elvan died … who was 
a part of Gezi, we all made our profile pictures or we shared things about him, we fol-
lowed news about him, but it doesn’t exactly bring about the politicization of a person, it 
even makes you feel bad. That’s why Facebook can be a tool, cannot be the politiciza-
tion itself, because what we do there is kind of not playing by the book, but when you 
combine Gezi and Facebook, there Facebook gains a meaning. Otherwise, in other 

___________________________________________________________________ 
110  Translated from Turkish. Original: “parkta yapılan şeyin en kıymetli yani yüzyüze konuşabiliyo 

olmaktı yani bişeyi görmek ve okumakla onu yaşamak arasında çok büyük fark var yani birinin 
sana gelip biber gazı çok kötü bişey demesiyle senin o biber gazını soluman ve bunu haksız yere 
solumanın ne kadar kötü bişey olduğunu görmen ya da birinin sana twitleriyle işte bir mücadelenin 
haklılığını anlatmasıyla gözünün içine bakarak anlatması çünkü insanın gözünün içine bakınca ona 
ne kadar inanarak anlattığını görüyosun ve karşımda biri bişeyeye bu kadar inanarak anlatıyosa 
onu dinleme ihtiyacı hissederim yani derim ki bu adam buna bu kadar inanıyosa bi sebebi var ve 
ben inanmıyosam benim de belki eksin bi tarafım var bilmiyorum belki bu meseleyi belki daha çok 
okumalıyım belki daha çok konuşmalıyım parkın en büyük avantajı oydu yani o karşılıklı iletişim 
insanların içiçe olma hali çok şey öğretti.” 
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protest activities, Facebook is just like making yourself feel better because you didn’t go 
out to the street, but in Gezi, you are perceptively there, there is a power that that gives 
you, there is motivation, there is politicization, a lot of things go within that, there is ex-
citement.111 

While some of my respondents, like the one quoted above, drew attention to physi-
cal or bodily existence, and thus face-to-face interaction in the material space for 
politics to occur, another respondent perceived both digital media platforms and 
material spaces as equally valuable:  

imagine a gun … a gun divulges activity reciprocatively, it causes us to make different 
choices. In America, the gun lobby says humans kill not guns, let the use of guns be free. 
More left-wing people say no, because guns are deregulated and they are everywhere, 
that very easily changes people, thus guns also kill here. My position is closer to the sec-
ond argument: I mean, having a tool does not bring about the use of that tool, only 
instrumentally; I believe that it has an impact, a transformative power on agency, I be-
come a different person with my tool. Let’s say you have a gun in your back pocket and 
it is empty, and I have a gun too but mine is loaded, now we are having a different dis-
cussion, do you understand what I mean? That’s why Twitter is not a tool, Twitter is a 
realm; besides, you need a lot of things for that realm, first you need a phone, second 
you will connect somewhere using software, third you will speak to one person in that 
realm, fourth you can look at it very fast, fifth you have direct messaging capacity, sixth 
you need to connect through a VPN because the government can follow you … this it-
self is a variety of activity … also people are sitting together but now we have a double 
screen life, my students in classroom, everybody is sitting in the classroom, they look at 
this [holding a smartphone], they try to read the book from this. I mean this is some-
thing more than a tool, you exist as someone that I interact with visually but there is also 
the screen, kids are watching TV while commenting or looking at comments about the 
TV show they are watching. I don’t think this is a tool, this is a way of being, and our 
activities have several ways of being that change according to the electricity that one gets 
from the other; we have changing states of being, and Twitter creates one of those states 
according to me … I mean the digital is not a tool for the original, it is just one of the 

___________________________________________________________________ 
111  Translated from Turkish. Original: “facebookta yaptığım şey bazen örenk veriyorum soma maden 

faciası oldu hepimiz profile pictureımızı maden yaptık o bişey ifade etmiyo aslında işte veya çok 
büyük bi yas geçiriyoruz işte ne bilim belkin elvan öldü hepimiz o da bi gezinin parçası hepimiz şey 
yaptık yine resmimizi vesaire onla ilgili paylaşımlar işte şeyleri takip ettik ama o tam bi politizasyon 
şeyi vermiyo insane hatta bazen kötü de hissettiriyo kendini o yüzden facebook bence bi araç 
olabilir politizasyonun kendisi olamaz çünkü orda yaptığınız şey daha biraz kaçak güreşmek gibi 
oluyo ama geziyle facebooku birleştirdiğiniz zaman facebookun bi anlamı var yoksa digger protesto 
eylemlerinde facebook sadece biraz kendini rahatlatma sokağa çıkamadığın için ama gezi somut 
olarak ordasınız onun verdiği bi güç var motivasyon var politizasyon var ne dersin bi sürü şey geliyo 
içine heyecan var.” 
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manifestations of the original, I mean the realm on Twitter and the realm in the park 
are both real places that we actually exist, one is not the derivative or the tool of the oth-
er.112  

As the respondent states, it would be futile to disregard the influence of the two 
realms on one another in terms of political activity.  
 While the participants within the Gezi protests were also fragmented and 
polarized, Gezi allowed a space for interaction, inclusion, and debate for these 
people. However, there was another group of people in Turkey who were not at all 
present in the protests: AKP supporters. While the heterogeneous population within 
the park was able to find common ground and understand one another, Erdoğan 
supporters perceived the protesters as troublemakers, terrorists, and anarchists 
influenced by the harsh rhetoric of Erdoğan at the time. (Traynor & Letsch, 2017) 
Unfortunately, while debate, discussion, openness, and understanding could over-
come the polarization and fragmentation among the people within the park, the 
protesters failed to reach out to supporters of Erdoğan in terms of opening up spaces  
 

___________________________________________________________________ 
112  Translated from Turkish. Original: “bir silah düşünün silah eyleyiciliği karşılıklı olarak ortaya 

döküyo başka tercihler yapmamıza neden oluyo amerikada silah lobisi insanlar öldürür silahlar 
değil serbest kalsın der daha soldan gelen insanlar da hayır silahların deregüle edilmesi bu kadar 
rahatça her yerde olması insanları değiştiriyo silahlar da öldürüyo der burda benim konumum 
ikinciye yakın yani bir aletin olması sadece yalnızca bir araçsal olarak onun kullanılması değil bir 
eyleyiciliği agencyi dönüştüren bir etkisi olduğunu düşünüyorum ben aletimle farklı bir insan 
oluyorum mesela sizing elinizde boş bi silah olsun arka cebinizde ve bende de dolu olsun ben onun 
boş olduğunu bilmeyeyim ve artık başka konuşuyoruz anlatabiliyomuyum o yüzden twitter bir araç 
değil artı twitter bir alan şeylerini düşünün birincisi bir telefonunuz olcak ikincisi softwarele bir yere 
bağlanıcaksınız üçüncüsü bir alanda konuşcaksınız ama tekil yazımla dördüncüsü ona hızlıca 
bakma imkanınız beşincisi doğrudan mesajlaşma imkanınız var altıncısı var vpnle yapmak 
zorundasınız çünkü devlet sizin böyle konuşuyolar falan filan bunun kendisi bisürü aktivite zaten 
bide insanlar oturdupunda böyle oturuyolar artık çift ekranlı bi hayatımız var benim öğrencilerim 
falan derste böyle gidiyolar orda otururken herkes oturuyo buna bakıyo kitabı ondan okumaya 
başlıyo yani bu araçtan fazla bişey bu siz varsınız görsel olarak iletişime geçtiğim bide ekran var 
hatta bi televizyon seyrediyo çocuklar televizyona bakıyo bi taraftan twitterdan comment ediyo ona 
ne denmiş ona bakıyo bunun bir araç olduğunu düşünmüyorum bunun bu bir varoluş hali ve 
bizim eyleyiciliğimizin çeşitli varoluşsal şeyleri var karşısından aldığı elektrikle configuredan 
modülasyonu değişen halleri var o twitterda o hallerden bitanesini yaratıyo bence yani dijital olan 
asli olanın bir aracı değil asli olanın tezahürlerinden bitanesi yani twitterda olan alanla gezi 
parkında olan iki tane gerçek alan bizim gerçekten varolduğumuz alanlar biri diğerinin türevi değil 
biri diğerinin aracı değil.” 
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for discussion. What happened was rather as my respondent claimed:  

I believe in the power of social media, but it has its own limits, and we should act know-
ing these limits without living in the dream world … I agree that social media is a public 
realm but we should also see that it is a dangerous public realm because the polarization 
on the outside world can easily turn into, like, we play among one another … but if the 
logic of public space is being in interaction with other different perspectives who have 
different opinions than ours, especially in these times that Turkey is going through, that 
space gets tightened, but it is powerful in the manner of collecting people that are 
around you.113 

What this respondent seems to be referring to is the so-called “filter bubble,” a term 
coined by Eli Pariser (2011) to describe the situation whereby social media platforms 
hide from the user news, events, or opinion pieces that come from opposing sources, 
according to the pages, news, and events they follow. For Pariser, this leads to 
isolated people who only see or read information that like-minded people on their 
social media network see, and thus they live in a mode of reality where they do not 
see the other side of the coin. (Pariser, 2011)It is true that this filter bubble is effec-
tive in preventing people from seeing what is posted and shared by those who are 
not like minded. It is also true that when there is polarization and fragmentation in 
society, its reflection in social media platforms can result in even more vulgar 
confrontations. It would be foolish to disregard the influence of the digital realm on 
the physical realm and vice versa; however, it would also be wrong to treat social 
media platforms as a public space per se. I would like to highlight an important 
aspect of what my respondents said about Facebook. They focused on the physical 
or bodily experience of the political interaction as something that was an essential 
aspect of it, and they claimed that in the physical spaces, they were able to encoun-
ter people who were not like themselves. They could be exposed to others, whereas 

___________________________________________________________________ 
113  Translated from Turkish. Original: “ben sosyal medyanin gucune inaniyorum hakketen ama 

bunun da bi sınırı var bu sınırı bilerek hayal dünyasına kapılmadan sosyal medyanın da bir kamusal 
alan olduğuna katılıyorum ama bi yandan da şunu görmek lazım tehlikeli bir kamusal alan çünkü 
aslında gerçekte virtual reality dışında direk gerçek dünyada olan kutuplaşmalar direk sosyal 
medyaya yansıyıp şuna çok rahat dönüşebiliyo yani biz çalalım kendi etrafımızdakiler oynasın 
halbuki kamusal alanın mevzusu digger ekiplerle de farklı görüşte olan ekiplerle de iletişime 
geçmekse şu an türkiyenin geçtiği süreçte o alan daralmaya başlıyo ama yine de kendi etrafındaki 
insanları toparlayabilmek için güçlü.” 
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on social media, the situation is rather as my respondent claimed: “we play among 
one another.”  
 There is a vast amount of literature that discusses the outcome of Facebook’s use 
of algorithms:114 groups of people who are exposed to ideas that are similar to their 
own. The feature that allows users to have easy access to people they may know, 
according to Kirkpatrick, makes the world smaller. Facebook created a way to 
gather information about a friend, but with this feature, by “friending” someone, a 
user tells Facebook that they want to hear about that person, and Facebook pulls the 
friend’s information to the user’s page (Kirkpatrick, 2011, p. 10). This news feed 
feature of Facebook is Eli Pariser’s “filter bubble” (Pariser, 2011). According to 
Pariser, by filtering out news or opinions that people might not agree with, websites 
such as Facebook make people blind to the existence of such ideas (Pariser, 2011). 
Of course, at this point, it should be acknowledged that these news feed filters and 
Facebook’s ability to know and learn its users’ preferences are due to Facebook’s use 
of algorithms and machine learning.115 An algorithm is a sequence of precise 
instructions for achieving some well-defined endpoint. In January 2018, Facebook 
announced an update to its EdgeRank news feed algorithm. (Hern,2018) According 
to this new update, the user’s feed would be “dominated by posts from friends and 
family, as well as Facebook groups you are a member of.” (Hern,2018) By doing 
this, the company claimed that it would “de-prioritize videos, photos, and posts 
shared by businesses and media outlets, which [Facebook founder Mark] Zucker-
berg dubbed ‘public content’, in favour of content produced by a user’s friends and 
family.” (Wong, 2018) The question, however, remains: Will these new improve-
ments and updates to the news feed filter invite more news and shares with different 
perspectives and opinions, or will they increasingly confine the Facebook user to 
their own comfort zone, where they share and agree on the same things, related to 
___________________________________________________________________ 

114  It is not in the scope of this dissertation to discuss in depth what specific algorithms Facebook uses, 
since the digital platform itself is not the main technology analyzed as a case study. For more on 
Facebook and algorithms see Brake (2017), Cotter, Cho, and Rader (2017), Bucher (2017), 
Matzner (2016).  

115  Here, I limit the discussion to the specific ways in which Facebook uses algorithms. A wider 
definition of what an algorithm is, and what other digital platforms are using them in what manner, 
is out of the scope of this dissertation. For more information on the computational nature of 
algorithms, see (Davis, 1991; Fausett, 1994; Rader, Cotter, & Cho, 2018); on the use of algorithms 
on other digital platforms such as Google, see (Pretto, 2002; Wills, 2006), for Twitter, see (Go, 
Bhayani, & Huang, 2009), and for YouTube, see (Airoldi, Beraldo, & Gandini, 2016; Baluja et al., 
2008; Gargi, Lu, Mirrokni, & Yoon, 2011). 
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the same concerns? I am quite certain that by the time I defend this dissertation, 
there will be another update to Facebook’s news feed, or another algorithm will be 
implemented rather than EdgeRank. The digital environment is in a constant flux; 
expecting the realm to be stable would be naïve and futile, as well as being against 
the nature of the realm itself. However, with every new update, Facebook increas-
ingly becomes a gathering place for like-minded people. To more clearly illustrate 
Pariser’s filter bubble, Zeynep Tufekci (2015) gives an example from her own 
experience as a Facebook user:  

In August 2014, I watched it all online as Facebook’s news feed algorithm flooded my 
timeline with the Ice Bucket Challenge, a worthwhile charity drive for ALS research, 
while also algorithmically hiding updates from the growing Ferguson protests. Many of 
my friends were furiously posting about Ferguson on Facebook and on Twitter, but I 
only saw it on Twitter. Without Twitter to get around it, Facebook’s news feed might 
have algorithmically buried the beginning of what has become a nationwide movement 
focusing on race, poverty and policing (Tufekci, 2015).  

Tufekci was able to navigate through other social media platforms to find news 
sources that informed her about a subject she would potentially be interested in. 
According to Gertz (2018), most of the time, we are not aware that the algorithms 
are working behind the scenes in our interactions with technologies. Referring to a 
recent study (Luckerson, 2015) Gertz argues that the researcher who tried to unravel 
people’s online behavior was faced with the problem that 62% of people did not 
even know that their news feeds were being filtered (Gertz, 2018). Gertz, however, 
highlights a more ontological problem related to the news feed filters, which is our 
relationship with these algorithms: “What is at issue here is not that these algorithms 
claim to know us, but that we believe them” (Gertz, 2018, p. 96). Referring to Cass 
Sunstein, (2007) Gertz argues that we have developed a belief that it is better for us 
to have tailored results when we are navigating the web. Gertz is critical of this 
“Daily Me,” which is “a communications package that is personally designed, with 
each component fully chosen in advance” (Gertz, 2018, p. 98) to show us what to 
like and dislike. Yet he is more concerned about why we are drawn to the possibility 
of others delivering us what we might like or what people similar to us like. Gertz 
finds the answer to this question in conformism. As he argues,  

While Sunstein’s worry is that such algorithmic curation is dangerous for the proper 
functioning of a democracy – as filtering leads to echo chambers, group polarization, 
extremism and “making America great again” – my interest here is rather in the ques-
tion of what leads us to desire a “Daily Me” in the first place (Gertz, 2018, p. 98).  
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One becomes comfortable among one’s own crowd of people, without being chal-
lenged about identity or preferences, since there is an assumption that all the people 
in that crowd like the same things. As long as I do not see the other, as long as I am 
not confronted with an idea that I do not necessarily agree with, I have constant 
reassurance from my peers, my friends, and my news feed that they also see what I 
see. Does this Facebook page of mine, then, with my news feed, not seem to be 
closer to my private space, which I share with the company of my friends, than to a 
public space where I encounter others in the sense of encountering opposing, 
contradicting, and contesting views?  
 Assuming that one is technology-savvy like Tufekci (2015), who was able to 
inform herself about the Ferguson event, one can circumvent this filter bubble effect 
of Facebook. For example, as a Facebook user, I can follow Facebook groups that do 
not reflect my political ideas, world view, or even everyday habits. In this way, I can 
inform myself more about what people think and share who are not necessarily my 
friends or within my close vicinity, insofar as they make that information publicly 
available. I can also circumvent this filter bubble or echo chamber (Flaxman, Goel, 
& Rao, 2016) by increasing the number of pages and groups I join, to obtain a truer 
picture of the world. Thus, it is possible to counter the claim that Facebook does not 
allow us to see opposing views, by using the tools Facebook itself provides. 
 In the previous chapter, I showed that Facebook was influential in the protests by 
being a space for sharing information. Social media has been praised for being 
influential in generating access to various political and economic opportunities for 
everyone, facilitating collective action, and generating new forms of expression. 
(Guess & Lyons, 2020) Facebook specifically has empowered many citizens in their 
demand for political change all over the world (Passini, 2012). For around five years 
after they were first launched, social media platforms were discussed in these 
celebratory terms. But in the second decade of the 20th century, that began to 
change. Social media platforms like Facebook and Twitter started being discussed 
rather as hubs for “fake news and propaganda than as tools for empowerment and 
social change” (Guess & Lyons, 2020, p. 10). According to one of my respondents, 
the greatest difference between social media like Facebook and the park was  

Being able to touch people, I mean if the whole story is that now everybody has a story, 
that story starts with touching people, I couldn’t do any of that on social media. 

The respondent uses the expression “being able to touch people” metaphorically but 
also to highlight the value of physical nearness. This aspect of being bodily present 
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in a space was conceptualized in relation to the Gezi Park protests by Zeynep 
Gambetti (2014) as well. According to Gambetti,  

Gezi was the struggle of disorderly bodies, of those who did not have any dispositive 
other than their bodies, against retaliatory machines. The words and signs were taken 
away from these bodies, but the bodies persisted in gathering in public space instead of 
dispersing or disappearing outright. The physical presence of the bodies performatively 
enacted the demands that were being silenced through material and immaterial means 
by the forces of the state. It was as if bodies were operating a kind of scission (or a deci-
sion) in a zone of indecision (Gambetti, 2014, p. 96).  

Gambetti also gives the example of the standing man, a performance artist who 
simply stood for eight hours on Taksim Square after the evacuation of the park, 
looking at the Atatürk Cultural Center directly behind Taksim Square. (Gambetti, 
2014) This act of presence as a form of resistance also inspired others who joined in 
the act of standing up, which “was enough to throw the state apparatus into disar-
ray” (Gambetti, 2014, p. 97). Gambetti defines the protesters in the park as “living 
multiplicitly” (Gambetti, 2014, p. 98), highlighting the heterogeneity of their bodies 
in terms of identity, ideology, and religious belief. For Gambetti, the protesters’ act 
of embodied resistance, their “thereness,” defied problems that could arise from 
ideological differences (Gambetti, 2014, p. 99). Below, I illustrate how mediation of 
intersubjectivity was experienced by the participants of the Gezi Park protests. 

5.5.1. Technopolitical Mediation on Facebook  

 
Figure 12: Hermeneutic Lemniscate  
 
The first step in the technopolitical mediation for the Facebook user is similar to that 
for the participants of the Gezi Park protests. A phenomenon or event has occurred 
in the world, which attracts their attention, and they want to understand the reason 
for the event or what the event they read or heard about was. Facebook is an 
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important element in instigating the awakening of the user’s attention. However, 
when the user whose attention has been awakened continues to have access to the 
world only through the social media platform, even the complementary aspect of 
this digital realm poses challenges for the existence of a plural public. When the Gezi 
protester moves from the digital realm and goes to the park itself, their access to the 
common sense is mediated by Gezi Park. However, if the user whose attention is 
awakened do not move beyond the digital realm -in our case Facebook- Facebook 
sits in the way of access to the common sense. As has already been seen, a public 
space – that is, a physical location – can be a reflection of the collective memory of 
the community, which in turn informs the understanding of the citizen. However, 
Facebook does not reflect the collective memory of the people as a society; it shows 
to the user the information that the user is likely to want to see. In that sense, the 
process from preliminary understanding to explicit understanding does not refer to 
the common sense once the access to the world is mediated by Facebook; instead, it 
refers to what the user already believes in. If it is assumed that the user is technologi-
cally literate and is able to circumvent Facebook’s algorithms, the access to the 
world may still be problematic, since the platform is a hub for disinformation. Being 
a space for possible diversion via disinformation and misinformation, while people 
are trying to access their common sense, Facebook harbors the potential to manipu-
late the user. This move from the user to the world can be seen in the diagram of the 
lemniscate (in the move from the upper left curve towards the lower right curve). 
This move for the Facebook user already produces a biased, misinformed, or 
disinformed citizen who is not challenged about their perspectives on the world but 
affirmed and confirmed in what they believe to be the truth. Either they are not 
exposed to other perspectives, or they have been disinformed about what the 
perspective of the other entails.  
 This brings me to the second step of technopolitical mediation, mediation of 
intersubjectivity. As previously mentioned, meaning making and the stabilization of 
meaning is a collective activity. On Facebook, instead of being exposed to other 
people who are using the same platform differently than themself, the Facebook user 
is only exposed to their own community of like-minded people. Again, if it is as-
sumed that the user is technologically literate and can access Facebook groups that 
are not like-minded, it is nevertheless the case that the first step of the technopolitical 
mediation has already been limited by the user’s access to the world. Thus, the user 
is inclined to protect the group they belong to, rather than being open and under-
standing towards the other groups they encounter.  
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 Like the technopolitical mediation in Gezi Park, multiplicity and stability play an 
essential role on Facebook as well. However, not only does the design of Facebook 
not allow multiple appropriations, the user of Facebook also does not accept multi-
ple appropriations. The technology in the middle, in the move from the upper right 
curve to the lower left curve, enables a herd mentality: a group in which everyone 
thinks the same, likes the same things, and expects one another to act the same. This 
not only limits the realm of plurality online, but it also limits the public realm offline.  
By reflecting on the technopolitical mediation on Facebook, it can be concluded that 
whereas the technopolitical mediation in spaces with multistability fosters the 
manifestation of the authentic and free self, Facebook, since the design of the 
platform does not allow multiplicity of perspectives to be present, generates inau-
thentic selves that seek uniformity rather than multiplicity. 

5.6. Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have analyzed technological mediation of intersubjectivity. I 
explained what exactly intersubjectivity means according to Arendt’s interpretation. 
Showing that Arendt was influenced by Heidegger’s definition of Dasein while 
conceptualizing the political subject as authentic, I also showed that their philoso-
phies differ in terms of how they relate the self to freedom and community. I showed 
that while Heidegger portrays togetherness as a threat to the manifestation of the 
authentic and free self, Arendt holds that community is a condition rather than a 
threat for a political subject. Based on this insight, I demonstrated that the manifes-
tation of the authentic and free self is either encouraged or suppressed by the 
intersubjective relationships within the community in which one is engaged. Build-
ing on the distinctions established between Arendt and Heidegger’s philosophies, I 
focused on the role of technology in these intersubjective relationships. I did this 
through an analysis of the existing literature and the interviews I conducted with 
participants of the Gezi Park protests in Istanbul. I illustrated that there is an 
intrinsic relationship between the authenticity or inauthenticity of the community 
and the material space that houses that community.  
 Following this analysis, I demonstrated that the technopolitical mediation of 
technologies is a two-stage process. I showed that Arendt’s definition of public space 
(which requires plurality of perspectives and a stable material space) is inextricably 
linked to the concept of multistability: The more multistable a public space is, the 
more it invites several actors to visibly manifest their specific interpretations and to 
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share a common space in their uniqueness and diversity. I showed that a community 
can be considered authentic when its members create new meaning by appropriat-
ing an artifact and allow different interpretations to coexist while denying the 
stabilized meaning of the artifact in question. In contrast, the inauthentic communi-
ty would assume the stabilized meaning of an artifact while suppressing alternative 
interpretations and appropriations of the artifact in question. I showed that the 
organization of the demonstrators within the park during the protests was a specific 
interpretation of sharing a common space. This interpretation, however, was the 
process of a technopolitical mediation: The interaction between people and the 
material design of the park opened up new spaces for action in the world by encour-
aging the engagement of different subjectivities.  
 Finally, I provided an additional aspect of community that is missing in Kudina’s 
(2019) hermeneutic lemniscate. I showed that the material space where people meet 
mediates both the way in which a community is established and the way in which 
one becomes a part of a community. Through this analysis, I showed that the 
manifestation of the authentic and free self that Arendt defines as the political 
subject does not only depend on cultural or institutional conditions but also on 
material conditions. The multistability of the park’s design accumulates these stories 
and ultimately converts them into the common sense that engulfs the community 
and the space around it. Applying this insight to Facebook, I concluded that because 
the design of the platform does not allow for a variety of perspectives, it creates an 
inauthentic self that looks for uniformity rather than diversity.  
 Through technopolitical mediation of technologies, I showed that poiesis, by 
making the temporal appearance of praxis durable, allows praxis to be maintained 
and preserved within the world, thus contributing to our common sense. In addition 
to maintaining praxis, poiesis, by making the temporal appearance of praxis durable, 
instigates further appearances of praxis in the world. Gezi Park itself plays an active 
role in how it is going to be appropriated by praxis due to its design: Since the park is 
multistable by design, it allows itself to be appropriated in various ways. These 
appropriations, however, have to be visible to be maintained and transferred to 
further generations. Therefore, the appropriation by praxis is not an individual act 
but a collective one that enables the various members of a community simultaneous-
ly to participate in the appropriation of technology. 
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6 Conclusion  

In this concluding chapter, I would like to return to the main research question of 
this dissertation and reflect on the extent to which it has been answered. Power, 
while being essential to politics, has for a long time been considered a central theme 
of analysis or has even been equated with politics. My ambition in this dissertation 
was to move beyond equating power with politics, because to do so inevitably results 
in a limited understanding of the political impact of technologies. In this dissertation, 
I asked a question: How do technologies inform the way in which political communities are 
formed by mediating our political interpretations and interactions?  
 Consequently, I demonstrated that technologies do much more politically than 
only exerting power over individuals: They also condition, frame, instigate, and 
organize politics. 
 This chapter concludes the dissertation in two sections. In the first section, I 
summarize and conclude my main line of argumentation. In this work, I have shown 
how technologies inform the way in which political communities are formed by 
mediating our political interpretations and interactions. I did this through introduc-
ing a model of technopolitical mediation, which can be applied in two steps. First, I 
showed that technologies mediate common sense, in other words, the common 
interpretative frameworks of humans, which in turn is reflected in the common 
interpretative framework of the political community. Second, I showed that technol-
ogies mediate intersubjectivity: An individual’s political decisions, and how that 
individual expresses them, is either fostered or suppressed due to the intersubjective 
relationships within the community in which the individual is engaged. I illustrated 
that there is an intrinsic relationship between the political structure of a community 
and the material space that hosts this community. This material environment, as I 
have shown, conditions and organizes the structure of the political community in 
which the individual is engaged. In this way, I have shown that the way in which we 
express ourselves politically not only depends on the cultural, institutional, or 
intersubjective conditions but also on the material ones.  
 In the second section of this chapter, I reflect on the implications that this 
approach has for political philosophy of technology, by referring to one of the most 
famous examples within the discipline. By revisiting Langdon Winner’s analysis of 
Robert Moses’ Bridges on the Long Island parkways, I show how this new approach 
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can deepen our understanding of the political significance of technology. In addi-
tion, I sketch directions for further research – for instance, how the findings of this 
dissertation can be expanded to apply to research into social media.  

6.1. Summary of the Dissertation 

In the introduction to this dissertation, I investigated the positions of three central 
authors in the field of political philosophy of technology: Langdon Winner (1980), 
Andrew Feenberg (1991, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2009, 2010), and Bruno Latour (1987, 
1994, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2005, 2007, 2011). Langdon Winner (Winner, 1980) 
argues that technologies are political because they have the capacity to exert power 
over humans. Andrew Feenberg (1991, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2009, 2010) positions 
humans and technology in a power struggle. I argued that both Winner (1980) and 
Feenberg (1991, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2009, 2010) understand politics primarily in 
terms of power relations. I showed that the notion of power that these two authors 
mention in their work should be specifically defined as power over. Power over refers to a 
situation where one can enforce one’s own intensions over others (Göhler, 2009). 
This conception of power as a dominant approach to politics consequently perme-
ates the approaches of these authors to philosophy of technology. However, I 
demonstrated that rather than conceiving of politics in terms of having power over 
someone, interaction is more fundamental to politics, since the notion of power itself 
is ultimately relational (Pitkin, 1993). 
 Power over, as I have shown, always implies and presupposes another source of 
power. In that sense, this form of power can only be conceived of within a relation-
ship, since one would always need another to articulate or to understand what 
power is. I have argued that, in order to understand the notion of politics in the 
work of Feenberg (1991, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2009, 2010) and Winner (1980), it is first 
necessary to thematize the dimension of interaction: Even if one intended to under-
stand politics only in terms of power over, one would still need first to grasp the basis of 
the power relation, which is interaction. Interaction, then, is already inscribed in the 
notion of power over. Throughout this dissertation, I have shown that it is interaction 
that enables the formation of a common interpretative framework that humans rely 
on in order to understand one another. The interaction might very well end up with 
one agent overpowering another agent; however, as mentioned, for this result to be 
achieved, interaction – and the role of technology in this interaction – first need to 
be thematized. 
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 As an alternative to Feenberg (1991, 1992, 1995, 1999, 2009, 2010) and Winner 
(Winner, 1980), I examined Bruno Latour’s (1987, 1994, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2005, 
2007, 2011) work. Here, politics is defined as issue formation (Marres, 2005, 2004, 
2013). While Latour (1987, 1994, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2005, 2007, 2011) does not 
explicitly define power, an analysis of his politics as issue formation lays bare that 
power is perceived as latent – power has a potential that is realized when an issue 
generates a public around that concern. However, by making no distinction between 
human and nonhuman entities, the focus of Latour’s politics remains at the level of 
the network. As such, insufficient attention is paid to the complex constitution of 
both the subject and the object. I showed that Latour takes the human and nonhu-
man entities in his political philosophy as a whole, a public. Being object and 
problem oriented (Chandler, 2016; Latour, 2005), Latour’s politics of technology 
considers politics primarily as a matter of dealing with an issue, of solving a problem. 
Latour pays a substantial amount of attention to the interactions between the 
nonhuman actants and human actors and how these interactions generate new 
entities. However, the role of the dynamics within the public – the struggles, identity 
claims, and different motives for self-realization of different entities – do not receive 
sufficient attention. In Latour’s politics of technology, human subjectivity and 
intersubjectivity seem to be dissolving into the concept of public for the sake of 
bringing closure to the issue at hand. Eventually, the interactional aspect of Latour’s 
politics is focused on solving a problem, and this causes Latour to inadequately 
thematize the technologically mediated character of human subjectivity and inter-
subjectivity. 
 This close examination of the prominent positions within philosophy of technol-
ogy highlighted two goals that a new political philosophy of technology must 
accomplish in order to adequately investigate the role of technology in politics. First, 
such a political philosophy of technology should thematize interaction as a basis for 
politics. Second, it should provide a perspective on thematizing the dynamics within 
the public that makes up a political community, while accurately acknowledging the 
intricate, dynamic relationship between the subject, intersubjectivity, and the 
material conditions in which these interactions take place.  
 Therefore, this dissertation examined the influence of technologies on the 
formation of political interpretations and political communities. To unravel what 
this influence entails, I first criticized the power-oriented approach to the political 
and argued that this approach fails to consider the primordial meaning of politics, 
which is people forming a community (see Introduction). In Chapter 2, I demon-
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strated that the power-oriented characterization of politics evolved from a miscon-
strued understanding of the basis of human political action. Following Hannah 
Arendt (1998), I showed that the power-oriented conceptualization of politics is 
actually treating politics as if it is technology. I showed that politics has been coupled 
with an instrumental, power- and goal-oriented approach towards the world. 
Following Arendt, I demonstrated that once the basis of politics is conceptualized as 
interaction, this enables a political space, a polis. This polis enforces the individual 
acting in the world as a free agent who is connected to their community through 
shared concerns, experiencing freedom among a plurality of perspectives through 
this interaction. I have shown that once politics is construed as being interaction 
oriented, this opens room for a thorough exploration of the influence of technology 
in politics. Once the distinction between technology and politics is clearly defined, 
then the intricate relationship between politics and technology can be investigated 
without confusing one with the other.  
 In the next chapter (Chapter 3), I criticized Arendt for positioning technology as 
if it is detrimental to politics. I showed that Arendt’s own use of the term “common 
sense,” which is both “world building” and “world disclosing” (Borren, 2013), 
suggests a close relationship between technology (world building) and politics (world 
disclosing). Through an examination of this relationship, I showed that Arendt’s 
hermeneutic phenomenology in itself is not sufficient to unpack human–technology 
relations. Therefore, by complementing Arendt’s interaction-based political theory 
with mediation theory, I established a lens I established a lens through which to 
analyze technopolitical mediation.  
 In Chapters 4 and 5, I demonstrated the workings of the two steps in technopo-
litical mediation as a further articulation of the interaction-based politics of 
technology. I conducted an empirical investigation of the 2013 Gezi Park protests in 
Istanbul. I analyzed the protests as an intersection between political theory and 
philosophy of technology by disclosing this one event as combining both politically 
charged material and digital spaces. I discussed the key role of social media plat-
forms in disseminating information and I noted that the park and the protests 
became synonymous. I showed that to understand what the park itself contributed to 
the development of the protests is to understand the protests themselves.  
 Neither Hannah Arendt’s interaction-based political hermeneutics nor techno-
logical mediation theory alone proved to be adequate to support the empirical 
investigation I aimed to undertake in Chapters 4 and 5. I lacked a scheme that could 
help illustrate the synthesis between Arendt’s political hermeneutics and technologi-
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cal mediation theory in order to answer my research question. Since this question 
aims at analyzing the role of technology in political interpretations and political 
interactions, the scheme that incorporates these two aspects should also clearly 
present them as not separate but interconnected: Sense-making always informs 
interaction. Kudina’s hermeneutic lemniscate scheme (2019) proved to be helpful in 
this respect. Kudina’s scheme is “a figure-eight shaped curve (∞) consisting of three 
linking interrelated components: human, technology, world” (Kudina, 2019, p. 102). 
The hermeneutic lemniscate was developed in order to demonstrate a new principle 
of human interpretation and sense-making, namely that human interpretation and 
sense-making are technologically mediated. The hermeneutic lemniscate explores 
how humans appropriate new technologies, even before those technologies enter the 
world of human life. Therefore, the model helps in explaining the role of the cultural 
and moral history of the person engaging with the technology in question. 
 In developing the lemniscate, Kudina focuses on the moral change, and the 
change in values, in a person once the process of appropriation (meaning making) 
begins. The lemniscate model figuratively follows the dynamic and interrelated 
entanglement of humans (H), technologies (T), and the surrounding world (W) in the 
process of technological appropriation116 (Kudina, 2019). With her model of the 
lemniscate, Kudina (2019) shows that it is both the world and the technology that 
play a role in how humans make sense of things. In this scheme, the world, as much 
as the technology, is an active component in sense-making. In this dissertation, I 
provided a new interpretation that enables the lemniscate model to showcase the 
two steps of technopolitical mediation. In my interpretation, the lemniscate model is 
divided into two interconnected steps. The first step of the technopolitical mediation 
(the move starting from the upper left curve, the human, and continuing to the lower 
right, the world) is the mediation of common sense. When humans are moved 
towards understanding, they first appeal to their preliminary understanding. This 
initial or preliminary understanding of phenomena is Carried out through a refer-
ence to common sense, which is the shared interpretative framework of people. After 
an appeal to common sense, humans grasp the initial meaning of phenomena, and 
they have a preliminary understanding. This preliminary understanding, as the 
reader will remember, opens the room for interpretation, thereby inviting explicit 
understanding. The second step of the technopolitical mediation (the move from the 
upper right curve, the world, to the lower left, the human) is the mediation of 
___________________________________________________________________ 

116  See Figure 2, p. 129 
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intersubjectivity. In this step, the humans already have a technologically mediated 
interpretative framework. In addition to this, the material conditions that are 
surrounding the people invite or inhibit specific forms of engagement both with the 
material environment and with fellow humans. In that sense, the way in which the 
political community is structured – as either oppressive or lenient – is strongly 
conditioned by the material environment that hosts this community. If the first step 
of the technopolitical mediation, the mediation of common sense, is missing, then it 
is not possible to talk about the mediation of interaction.  
 In this dissertation, by employing empirical investigation and supported by this 
newly expanded hermeneutic lemniscate model, I demonstrated that technologies 
mediate the way in which political communities are constituted through a two-step 
technopolitical mediation. In the first step, discussed in Chapter III, I demonstrated 
that technologies mediate the common interpretative frameworks of humans, which 
in turn is influential in the common interpretative framework of the political com-
munity. In Chapter IV, I examined the second step of the technopolitical mediation: 
how technologies mediate intersubjectivity. I showed that the manifestation of the 
political subject is either fostered or suppressed due to the intersubjective relation-
ships within the community in which the political subject is engaged. How a 
community is going to be shaped is strongly conditioned by the material environ-
ment that hosts this community. In this manner, I showed that neither meaning 
making nor community building could exist without taking into account the material 
conditions surrounding them, since they both are the product of historicity, materi-
ality, and intersubjectivity.  
 I have shown that to understand how technologies are political, there is a need to 
move beyond power as the basis of politics and to construe interaction and sense-
making as the starting points of the analysis. Acknowledging interaction as the basis 
of politics enables a consideration of the common interpretative framework of the 
community in which the technological object of the inquiry is embedded. This 
consideration of the common interpretative framework also enables an understand-
ing that a political community is the end result of a coproductive relationship 
between subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and technology. Since this new approach is 
not focused on the end result of the political engagement but rather on how it 
unravels, it allows to grasp the extent of the political influence of technologies: They 
condition, frame, instigate, and organize politics. What is left is to show how this 
new approach can shed light on political philosophy of technology. To this end, in 
the following section, I return to the canonical case study that inspired this disserta-
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tion and which I have criticized in the introduction: the case of the Moses Bridges as 
analyzed by Langdon Winner (Winner, 1980). 

6.2. Revisiting the Moses Bridges With Technopolitical Mediation  

As I mentioned in the introduction, Langdon Winner, in his influential article Do 
Artifacts Have Politics? (Winner, 1980), gives the example of the low-hanging bridges 
on Long Island, New York, designed by Robert Moses. Because they were so low, 
the bridges did not allow public transportation vehicles, such as buses (which are 
around nine feet tall), to pass underneath them. According to Winner, Moses 
inscribed his ideas about social class and racial prejudice in the artifacts he designed 
(Winner, 1980). On the basis of this – and other – examples, Winner claims that 
technologies can be inherently political and can embody ideologies and “specific 
forms of power and authority” (Winner, 1980, p. 121). Moses’ bridges are “politi-
cal,” according to Winner (1980), because they Carry out the racially biased 
ideology of their designer.  
 This famous example helps to illustrate what I have been arguing: that the 
political dimension of technological artifacts is primarily analyzed in terms of power. 
Power is also essential in Winner’s definition of politics as “arrangements of power 
and authority in human associations as well as the activities that take place within 
those arrangements” (Winner, 1980, p. 123). Power in the way in which Winner 
(1980) characterizes it can be interpreted as power over. As I have shown, power over 
always implies and presupposes another source of power, and this means that power 
is always relational. In that sense, power can only be conceived of within a relation-
ship, since one always needs another to articulate or to understand what power is. 
Thus, interaction is already inscribed in the notion of power. What kind of an 
analysis of the impact of technology on politics, then, would result from moving 
beyond power over as the basis of politics and rereading this example with this newly 
expanded conception of politics of technology in mind?  
 As I have argued throughout this dissertation, to grasp the political significance 
of technology, it is necessary to go through a two-step analysis of the technopolitical 
mediation: first, the mediation of common sense, and second, the mediation of 
intersubjectivity. If the framework of technopolitical mediation is applied to the 
example of the Moses Bridges and their impact on society, what kind of new insights 
can this yield, parallel to Winner’s (1980) analysis?  
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Figure 13: Hermeneutic Lemniscate  
 
Applying the technopolitical mediation to Winner’s (1980) example of Moses’ 
bridges, in the move from the upper left curve to the lower right, the first step of the 
technopolitical mediation can be observed. In this first step, it can be seen that the 
bridges amplify segregation of the people. Segregation has a long history in the 
United States,117 and thus it has a place in the common sense of the people of New 
York as well. In that sense, Moses’ bridges, by actively preventing access only to 
people relying on public transport (coincidentally people of moderate income or 
with a particular skin color), reminded the people of New York of what they already 
knew because of their cultural memory. While some authors (Joerges, 1999; Wool-
gar & Cooper, 1999) have argued that people did not necessarily have to use the 
highway to reach the beaches on Long Island, that does not change what this 
technology signifies. Even though it was possible to reach the beaches of Long Island 
by other means, the fact that these bridges actively stopped a certain group of people 
reaching a public space reminded the people of New York of segregation and of 
what it means to be deprived of freedom. Bridges appeal to part of the cultural 
memory of New York and they are a material form of this cultural memory of 
segregation. The bridges segregated society and had the power to answer the 
question of who was allowed to access the beaches of Long Island.  
 This leads to the second step of the technopolitical mediation, the mediation of 
intersubjectivity. In the move from the world, through technology to humans, it can 
be seen that the bridges not only prevented buses from reaching the beach but also 
revealed a divide within the people of New York. The bridges indirectly continued 
to instigate discussions about this divide. By bringing segregation to the fore, Moses’ 

___________________________________________________________________ 
117  Segregation has been an important historical aspect of American social and political life. It is not 

within the scope of this dissertation to discuss in detail the impact of segregation on the American 
population. For more information see: (Massey&Denton, 1993,2012)  
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bridges framed people who take the bus as people without enough wealth, or with a 
particular ethnic background, who should be excluded from specific parts of public 
space – and in doing so, the bridges made this framing available for political interac-
tion. The intersubjective relations between humans had already been conditioned by 
this technology in framing one group as the powerful and another group as the 
powerless. The bridge provided a narrative – a context, and content for the interac-
tion between these two groups. As such, the respective sources of power that the 
richer and poorer citizens of New York had were not equal: One was above the 
other. In this political engagement, there was limited room for plurality of perspec-
tives or even for negotiating positions among different perspectives. Thus, the 
intersubjective relationships between humans already had a certain conditioning and 
framing surrounding them. 
 As can be seen, the bridges organized political interactions between people in a 
material way, which in turn influences the world-disclosing capacity of technologies 
that relate human beings to each other in interpretive ways. In this example, then, 
technology not only exerts power over by preventing one specific group in society from 
reaching a public space, but it also influences the interpretative framework of people 
in the ways in which it sheds light on the common cultural history of the country in 
which it is embedded. In that way, it conditions the discussions among subjects by 
framing them as “the powerful who have access to Jones Beach” and “the powerless 
who need to use public transport.”  
 The technopolitical mediation approach is not only an a sophisticated intellectu-
al accomplishment but it can also be a conceptual framework that can be applied to 
different digital platforms that shape digital society and inform scholars about the 
desirability of the emerging technopolitical mediations.  

6.2.1. The Future of Technopolitical Mediation  

In this dissertation, I have extensively built upon the interdependent relationship 
between Arendtian distinctions of poiesis (world building) and praxis (world making). I 
have shown that the end products of poiesis, whether cultural or material, stabilize 
the appearances of praxis. In doing so poiesis also inspires further appearances of 
praxis. Products of poiesis are an embodiment of the meaning that the world has been 
given at their time of creation. However, to remain meaningful for people, these 
products constantly need to be appropriated and perceived as meaningful by praxis. 
Thus, the stabilization performed by poiesis is dependent on praxis’s appropriation of 
it.  
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 Earlier, I gave the example of a sculptor as a spectator of the Hungarian Revolu-
tion of 1956. This person, I indicated, wants to turn the temporal appearance of the 
revolutionaries into something stable, and so he creates a sculpture. After its crea-
tion, what this art work means is based on its appropriation through praxis, since even 
though homo faber as a spectator was the initial creator of the sculpture as a testimony 
to the appearance of praxis, the meaning that is going to be ascribed to that sculpture 
cannot be fixed by homo faber. Now that the sculpture is out in the world, it is an 
appearance that will be perceived by the acting agent, and its meaning will depend 
on the hermeneutic circle that will form once the agent engages with the sculpture. 
In other words, it is the interpretative act, as well as the act of creation, that prospec-
tively creates durability. However, I have not elaborated on the fact that poiesis, and 
the context in which poiesis is going to stabilize praxis’s appearance, is also dependent 
on the medium that poiesis utilizes for this stabilization. The way in which this 
sculpture stabilizes the appearance of praxis is, to an extent, dependent on the 
materials that were utilized for its creation: The wood or the marble, the chisels – all 
are influential in the final shape of the sculpture. This, in turn, influences the way in 
which praxis further appropriates poiesis. A statue would not be appropriated in the 
same way as a painting, a story, or a public park. In that sense, reinterpreting poiesis 
depends on other media that enable retrieving its meaning and appropriating it in a 
particular way. Today, we preserve everything digitally. Social media platforms, 
online calendars, and online gathering places are all Carrying traces of our actions. 
Further research can focus on developing this medium specificity of poiesis for its 
maintenance.  
 The approach that is developed in this dissertation enables an expansion and a 
deeper understanding of the political impact of technologies. Moving beyond the 
discussion of power, the technopolitical mediation approach shows how technologies 
condition, frame, instigate, and organize politics. Artifacts have politics not only 
because they embody power over one group of people but because they relate 
human beings to each other in specific ways. They do this by conditioning public 
spaces for political interaction and by revealing the world in specific ways as the 
basis for this political interaction. 
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Summary 

This dissertation examines the role of technology in politics. Its aim is to go beyond 
equating power with politics, which inevitably leads to a limited understanding of 
the political implications of technology. More specifically, in this dissertation, I 
investigate how technologies inform the way in which political communities are 
formed by mediating our political interpretations and interactions. As a result, I 
show that technologies do much more politically than just exert power over individ-
uals: They condition, frame, create, and organize politics.  
 Throughout the dissertation, Hannah Arendt’s political hermeneutics and the 
technological mediation approach are the two theoretical lenses that I adapt. 
Arendt’s political hermeneutics is helpful in focusing on the interactional aspect of 
politics and thus enabling an understanding of politics that can go beyond politics as 
power. Furthermore, Arendt’s understanding of intersubjectivity, based as it is on a 
dynamic relationship between the self, the world, and other people, leaves room to 
examine the role of material conditions in this intersubjectivity. The central category 
in Arendt’s political theory is interaction; according to her political theory, power 
should be viewed as a product or manifestation of human interaction. When people 
interact with each other, this always happens in a space: There is always an artificial 
setting, whether material or digital, physical or non-physical, that is the background 
of this human interaction. Understanding politics as an interaction that requires a 
public space has important implications for the way in which the political meaning 
of technology can be conceptualized. However, Arendt’s political theory alone is not 
enough to develop this alternative representation of politics of technology, since it 
has not really clarified the influence of materiality in politics. 
 Developing this alternative framework of politics of technology based on Ar-
endt’s political theory requires a perspective on technology that can address how the 
world becomes politically meaningful. The theory of technological mediation turns 
out to be perfect for this alternative framework of politics of technology. Technolog-
ical mediation theory sees technologies as having an in-between role that mediates 
the relationship between people and the world. Through this positioning of technol-
ogies, this theory offers an analysis of the role technologies play in human 
experience, existence, and perception of the world. It examines technology in terms 
of the relationships between humans and technological artifacts, and it examines the 
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various ways technology can influence the relationships between humans and the 
world. From this perspective, technologies are not viewed as purely functional or 
instrumental, but rather as mediators of human experiences and practices. In 
addition, technological mediation theory is based on a postphenomenological 
approach: The starting point for the analysis within this theory is the technologies 
themselves and not the application of philosophical theories to technologies. In this 
sense, technological mediation theory provides space for an analysis of a variety of 
human–technology relationships that arise from human–technology interactions.  
 In this work, I synthesize Hannah Arendt’s political theory with technological 
mediation theory: Each of these approaches complements what the other lacks in 
developing this interaction-based politics of technology. For that purpose, I intro-
duce a model of technopolitical mediation, which can be applied in two steps. First, 
I show that technologies mediate common sense – that is, the common interpretative 
frameworks of humans, which in turn is reflected in the common interpretative 
framework of the political community. Second, I show that technologies mediate 
intersubjectivity: An individual’s political decisions, and how that individual express-
es them, are either fostered or suppressed due to the intersubjective relationships 
within the community in which the individual is engaged. I show that there is an 
intrinsic relationship between the political structure of a community and the materi-
al space that houses that community. This material environment determines and 
organizes the structure of the political community in which the individual is in-
volved. By making this synthesis, I show that the way in which people express 
themselves politically depends not only on the cultural, institutional, or intersubjec-
tive conditions, but also on the material ones. 
 In the introduction to this dissertation, I investigate the positions of three central 
authors in the field of political philosophy of technology: Langdon Winner (1980), 
Andrew Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995;1999; 2009; 2010), and Bruno Latour (1987; 
1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 2011). I argue that both Winner (1980) and 
Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995; 1999; 2009; 2010) understand politics primarily in 
terms of power relations. I show that the concept of power that these two authors 
mention in their work should be explicitly defined as power over. Power over refers to a 
situation where one can enforce one’s own intensions over others (Göhler, 2009, p. 
28). This conception of power as the dominant political approach consequently also 
permeates the approaches of these authors to philosophy of technology. However, I 
show that instead of understanding politics as exerting power over someone, interac-
tion should be understood as fundamental to politics, since the concept of power 
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itself is ultimately relational (Pitkin, 1993, p. 277). Power over always implies and 
presupposes another source of power. In this respect, this form of power can only be 
thought of within a relationship, since one always needs someone else to articulate or 
understand what power is. Thus, interaction is already inscribed in the concept of 
power. In this dissertation, I contend that it is interaction that enables the formation 
of a common framework of interpretation that people rely on to understand one 
another. This interaction may very well result in one agent overpowering another 
agent. To achieve this end result, however, the interaction and the role of technolo-
gy in this interaction must first be discussed. 
 As an alternative to Winner (1980) and Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995; 1999; 2009; 
2010), I present Bruno Latour’s work (1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 
2011), in which politics is defined as gathering around an issue. (Marres, 2004; 
Marres, 2013). While Latour (1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 2011) 
does not explicitly define power, an analysis of his politics as issue formation lays 
bare that in it, power is perceived as latent – power has a potential that is realized 
when a public is generated around a particular concern. However, since it makes no 
distinction between human and non-human entities, the focus of Latour’s politics of 
technology remains at the network level. Hence, it pays insufficient attention to the 
complex constitution of subject and object. Being object and problem oriented 
(Chandler, 2016; Latour, 2005), Latour’s politics of technology considers politics 
primarily as a matter of dealing with an issue or solving a problem. In Latour’s 
analysis, human subjectivity and intersubjectivity seem to dissolve into the concept 
of the public in order to bring closure to the issue at hand. Ultimately, the interac-
tional aspect of Latour’s politics is focused on solving a problem, which leads him to 
insufficiently address the technologically mediated character of human subjectivity 
and intersubjectivity. 
 This in-depth examination of the pre-eminent positions within the philosophy of 
technology clarifies two conditions that a new political philosophy of technology 
must fulfill in order to adequately examine the role of technology in politics. First, 
such a political philosophy should thematize interaction as a basis for politics. 
Second, it should offer a perspective on addressing the dynamics within the public 
that make up a political community, while accurately recognizing the intricate, 
dynamic relationship between the subject, intersubjectivity, and the material condi-
tions under which these interactions take place. 
 Therefore, this dissertation examines the influence of technologies on the 
formation of political interpretations and political communities. The dissertation 
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consists of two parts. The first part consists of two chapters in which I lay the 
foundations for this alternative, Arendtian account of the political philosophy of 
technology. The second part consist of two chapters that develop technopolitical 
mediation by synthesizing the theory of technological mediation and Arendt’s 
political theory.  
 In the introduction, to unravel what the political influence of technology entails, 
I first criticize the power-based approach to politics, arguing that this approach fails 
to take into account the more primordial meaning of politics, namely the formation 
of a community of people. 
 Chapter 2, “Politics as Interaction: Hannah Arendt and Political Theory,” 
introduces key elements of Arendt’s political theory and illustrates how these con-
cepts relate to one another. According to Arendt, politically active life is vita activa 
(Arendt, 1998). This vita activa consists of three different ways of being human: animal 
laborans, homo faber, and zoon politikon (Arendt, 1998). These modes of being are also 
linked to forms of activity: animal laborans works and takes care of the biological needs 
of humans; homo faber creates durable things like buildings that protect people; and 
zoon politikon acts and appears in public as a distinct, unique being by taking part in 
discussions with fellow human beings in public space. It is zoon politikon’s action that 
reveals the world as politically significant for Arendt; politics can only arise if zoon 
politikon acts and interacts. 
 Arendt interprets politics as praxis, which is an activity that needs no external 
justification for its existence: It is an end in itself. Praxis is accompanied by human 
plurality and freedom through its appearance in the world. On the one hand, these 
concepts ensure the possibility of praxis’s realization; on the other hand, they are 
what praxis strives to achieve in the state of their nonexistence. By establishing praxis 
as politics, Arendt argues against conceptualizing politics as poiesis –that is, she 
argues that politics should be understood as an end in itself, not as an instrument for 
achieving a goal or result. Building on an extensive exegesis of Arendt’s work, the 
chapter closes with the argument that politics has been viewed as a form of technol-
ogy. While I argue that this conception of politics is incorrect, I conclude the chapter 
by clarifying that technologies can be political as they determine the way that politics 
is carried out. 
 In Chapter 3, “Arendt, Phenomenology, and Technology,” I argue that poiesis is 
as important to politics as praxis is. By maintaining the distinction between poiesis and 
praxis, I demonstrate that they are actually intertwined rather than opposed. I show 
that a close examination of the meaning of the terms praxis and poiesis for Arendt 
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requires a close examination of her method of analysis, phenomenology, especially 
hermeneutic phenomenology. Following Borren (2013), I clarify that Arendt’s 
political theory is a hermeneutic phenomenology of the political. I show that this 
method enables Arendt to locate the world as the basis of human understanding and 
meaning making. 
 This observation leads me to argue that Arendt’s ideas of common world and 
common sense are the building blocks of her political theory. The fact that Arendt 
positions common sense as both world building and world disclosing (Borren, 2013) 
indicates a close relationship between poiesis and praxis. This leads me to contend 
that it is poiesis that creates the world on which human life depends. I argue that the 
world that Arendt sees as essential to human life is indeed artificial, but it is also 
material. I then show that Arendt’s insistence on the opposition between praxis and 
poiesis stems from her observations regarding modern technology and mass society. 
These observations lead Arendt to position modern technology as antithetical, if not 
irrelevant, to politics. However, I argue that Arendt’s understanding of the cultural 
products of homo faber can guide philosophers to formulate an interaction-based 
politics of technology. Subsequently, I show that the cultural products of homo faber 
not only stabilize the manifestations of praxis, but also inspire further appearances of 
praxis, because they embody the meaning that was given to the world at the time 
when they were created. 
 In the second part of the dissertation, I develop the concept of technopolitical 
mediation by synthesizing the theory of technological mediation and Arendt’s 
political theory. I show that technopolitical mediation takes place in two steps: 
technological mediation of common sense, which I examine in Chapter 4, and 
technological mediation of intersubjectivity, which I examine in Chapter 5. 
 In Chapter 4, “Technological Mediation of Common Sense,” I examine how 
technologies mediate our common and political frameworks of interpretation. I 
show, through the postphenomenology of technology, that things (artifacts, objects, 
and technologies) have a hermeneutic dimension. Because of this quality, they 
convey human experiences and how people have access to their world – in other 
words, how people understand their world. I offer further analysis of how things 
mediate politics by being hermeneutic mediators of common sense. Based on 
Verbeek (2005), I argue for a coshaping relationship between human action (praxis) 
and technologies. Following this insight, I refer to the scheme of the hermeneutic 
lemniscate developed by Olya Kudina (2019) to examine the mediation of common 
sense through technology. I show that Kudina’s hermeneutic lemniscate presents a 
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new principle of human interpretation and the creation of meaning. By demonstrat-
ing that human interpretation and meaningfulness are mediated technologically, the 
model helps to explain the role of the cultural and moral history of the person who 
deals with the technology in question. I describe an empirical investigation that I 
conducted informed by the (post)phenomenological turn to empirically informed 
microlevel studies. This enables me to examine my proposed expansion of Arendt’s 
political hermeneutics to materiality using a real-life example: Gezi Park, a public 
park in Istanbul. I investigate the active role of the park in initiating the Gezi Park 
protests and in creating a heterogeneous public during the protests. I used semistruc-
tured interviews to conduct this empirical research. I combine the proposed 
extension of Arendt’s political hermeneutics to materiality with the results of this 
empirical investigation. By doing so, I show that technologies mediate common 
sense, since they are the material form of the cultural memory of the society in 
which they are embedded. With excerpts from the interviews I conducted with the 
participants of the Gezi Park protests, I locate this public park as a space that has its 
place in the common sense of the people of Turkey. I show that Gezi Park is a 
political space for the Turkish people due to its importance in their common cultural 
context. Afterwards, I show that people in Turkey resisted the threatened demolition 
of Gezi Park because of its importance and its position in their common cultural 
framework. Thus, I demonstrate that Gezi Park conveyed common sense as it is the 
material form of Turkey’s cultural memory. 
 In Chapter 5, “Technological Mediation of Intersubjectivity,” I discuss the 
mediating role of technology in intersubjectivity. I first demonstrate the intercon-
nected relationship between political subjectivity and intersubjectivity. I extract 
Arendt’s definition of the political subject and show that she conceptualizes the 
political subject as authentic, a description that she appropriates from Heidegger’s 
Dasein as authentic human existence (Villa, 1995). This, I argue, allows Arendt to 
explain political subjectivity as a process influenced by the person’s conditions. I 
show that while Heidegger portrays being in a community as a threat to the manifes-
tation of the authentic and free self, Arendt holds that community is a condition for 
this manifestation rather than a threat to it. Following Arendt, I show that the 
political community in which one finds oneself has a conditioning force on the 
political subject. This allows me to argue that in order to understand the role of 
technology in political interaction between political subjects, it is necessary to 
consider the type of political community that is promoted by the material space that 
surrounds that community. Having presented these distinctions, I concentrate on 
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showing the role of technology in this interplay between acting agents and in the 
intersubjective relationships between acting agents. I show that the manifestation of 
the authentic and free self is either promoted or suppressed due to the intersubjec-
tive relationships within the community in which the individual is engaged. I argue 
that if this community does not have the ability to take personal responsibility and 
express itself its unique perspective on matters affecting the individual, this will 
suppress the possibility of the manifestation of the authentic and free self. Through a 
thorough analysis of the existing literature and the interviews I conducted with the 
participants in the Gezi Park protests, I show that the organization of the demon-
strators within the park during the protests was a specific interpretation of sharing a 
common space. In the same chapter, I go on to demonstrate the technopolitical 
mediation as a two-step process. I show that in order to observe the technological 
mediation of intersubjectivity, it is first necessary to observe the technological 
mediation of common sense. Even if everyone who deals with a technology will 
inevitably draw on common sense, the interaction between the subject and the 
intersubjective community depends to a certain extent on the multistable design of 
the respective technology. In addition, the existence of a political community that 
appropriates a space as public space also depends on the context in which common 
sense is mediated. I adapt Kudina’s (2019) hermeneutic lemniscate to show that the 
material space in which people meet mediates both the way in which a community is 
created and how one becomes part of a community. I show that technopolitical 
mediation is not limited to physical, material spaces, but can also be applied to 
digital spaces. I apply the framework I develop to Facebook and its role during the 
Gezi Park protests, as it is the digital platform that my respondents highlighted as 
influential during the protests. 
 The dissertation concludes that technologies do much more politically than just 
exert power over individuals: They condition, frame, shape, and organize politics. 
Technologies influence the way political communities are formed by mediating 
people’s political interpretations and interactions. Technologies mediate common 
sense – that is, the common interpretative framework of people – which in turn is 
reflected in the common interpretative framework of the political community. 
Technologies also mediate intersubjectivity. The political decisions of an individual, 
and how that individual expresses them, are either promoted or suppressed because 
of the intersubjective relationships within the community in which the individual is 
engaged. There is an intrinsic relationship between the political structure of the 
community and the material space that houses that community. This material 
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environment conditions and organizes the structure of the political community in 
which the individual is involved. The way in which we express ourselves politically 
depends not only on the cultural, institutional, or intersubjective conditions, but also 
on the material conditions. 
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Samenvatting 

Deze dissertatie onderzoekt de rol van technologie in de politiek. Het doelt erop 
verder te gaan dan macht aan politiek gelijk te stellen, iets dat onvermijdelijk leidt 
tot een beperkt begrip van de politieke implicaties van technologie. Specifieker 
onderzoek ik in dit proefschrift hoe technologieën vorm geven aan de manier 
waarop politieke gemeenschappen ontstaan, door onze politieke opvattingen en 
interacties te mediëren. Als resultaat laat ik zien dat technologieën politiek veel meer 
doen dan alleen macht uitoefenen over individuen: Ze conditioneren, omkaderen, 
creëren en organiseren politiek. 
 In dit proefschrift zijn Hannah Arendts politieke hermeneutiek en het idee van 
technologische bemiddeling, mediatie, de twee theoretische lenzen die ik gebruik. 
Arendts politieke hermeneutiek is nuttig doordat zij de nadruk legt op het interacti-
onele aspect van politiek en op die manier een interpretatie van politiek mogelijk 
maakt die verder kan reiken dan politiek als macht. Bovendien laat Arendts begrip 
van intersubjectiviteit, zoals het op een dynamische relatie tussen het zelf, de wereld 
en anderen gebaseerd is, ruimte om de rol van materiële omstandigheden in deze 
intersubjectiviteit te onderzoeken. De centrale categorie in Arendts politieke theorie 
is interactie; volgens haar politieke theorie moet macht worden gezien als een 
product of manifestatie van menselijke interactie. Wanneer mensen met elkaar 
interacteren, gebeurt dit altijd in een ruimte: Er is altijd een kunstmatige setting, of 
die nu materieel of digitaal, fysiek of niet-fysiek is, die de achtergrond vormt van 
deze menselijke interactie. Politiek opvatten als een interactie die een publieke 
ruimte vereist, heeft belangrijke implicaties voor de manier waarop de politieke 
betekenis van technologie kan worden geconceptualiseerd. Echter, Arendts politieke 
theorie is op zichzelf onvoldoende om deze alternatieve politieke theorie van 
technologie te ontwikkelen, omdat zij de invloed van materialiteit op de politiek niet 
voldoende verduidelijkt heeft. 
 De ontwikkeling van dit alternatieve kader voor een politieke theorie van techno-
logie op basis van Arendts politieke ideeën heeft een perspectief nodig op 
technologie dat kan ingaan op de vraag hoe de wereldpolitiek betekenisvol wordt. 
De theorie van de technologische bemiddeling blijkt perfect te zijn voor dit alterna-
tieve kader voor een politieke theorie van technologie. Volgens het idee van 
technologische mediatie hebben technologieën een tussenrol die de relatie tussen 
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mensen en de wereld bemiddelt. Door technologieën dusdanig te positioneren, biedt 
deze theorie een manier om de rol die technologieën spelen in de menselijke erva-
ring, het bestaan, en de perceptie van de wereld te analyseren. 
 Zij onderzoekt technologie in termen van de relaties tussen mensen en technolo-
gische artefacten, en zij onderzoekt de verschillende manieren waarop technologie 
de relaties tussen mensen en de wereld kan beïnvloeden. Vanuit dit perspectief 
worden technologieën niet gezien als louter functioneel of instrumenteel, maar 
eerder als bemiddelaars van menselijke ervaringen en praktijken. Bovendien is de 
technologische bemiddelingstheorie gebaseerd op een postfenomenologische bena-
dering: Binnen deze theorie vormen de technologieën zelf het uitgangspunt voor de 
analyse en niet filosofische theorieën die op technologieën worden toegepast. Op 
deze manier biedt technologische mediatie ruimte voor een analyse van een ver-
scheidenheid aan relaties tussen mens en technologie die voortkomen uit interacties 
tussen mens en technologie. 
 In dit werk verenig ik Hannah Arendts politieke theorie met het idee van techno-
logische mediatie: Elk van deze benaderingen vult aan wat de ander mist bij de 
ontwikkeling van deze op interactie gebaseerde politiek van de technologie. Daartoe 
introduceer ik een model van technopolitieke bemiddeling, dat in twee stappen kan 
worden toegepast. Ten eerste laat ik zien dat technologieën het gezond verstand 
bemiddelen --- dat wil zeggen, de gemeenschappelijke interpretatieve kaders van 
mensen, die op hun beurt worden weerspiegeld in het gemeenschappelijke interpre-
tatieve kader van de politieke gemeenschap. Ten tweede toon ik aan dat 
technologieën intersubjectiviteit bemiddelen: De politieke beslissingen van een 
individu, en de manier waarop dat individu ze uitdrukt, worden bevorderd of 
onderdrukt door de intersubjectieve relaties binnen de gemeenschap waarmee het 
individu zich inlaat. Ik laat zien dat er een intrinsieke relatie bestaat tussen de 
politieke structuur van een gemeenschap en de materiële ruimte waarin die gemeen-
schap zich bevindt. Deze materiële omgeving bepaalt en organiseert de structuur 
van de politieke gemeenschap waarin het individu betrokken is. Door deze synthese 
te maken, laat ik zien dat de manier waarop mensen zich politiek uitdrukken niet 
alleen afhangt van de culturele, institutionele of intersubjectieve omstandigheden, 
maar ook van de materiële. 
 In de inleiding van dit proefschrift onderzoek ik de standpunten van drie voor-
name auteurs op het gebied van de politieke techniekfilosofie: Langdon Winner 
(1980), Andrew Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995;1999; 2009; 2010) en Bruno Latour 
(1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 2011). Ik betoog dat zowel Winner 
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(1980) en Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995; 1999; 2009; 2010) politiek in de eerste plaats 
begrijpen in termen van machtsverhoudingen. Ik laat zien dat het begrip van macht 
dat deze twee auteurs in hun werk gebruiken expliciet gedefinieerd moet worden als 
macht over. Macht over verwijst naar een situatie waarin men zijn eigen intenties kan 
afdwingen bij anderen (Göhler, 2009, p. 28). 
 Deze opvatting van macht als de dominante politieke benadering dringt bijge-
volg ook door in deze auteurs’ benaderingen van de techniekfilosofie. Echter, In 
plaats van politiek op te vatten als het uitoefenen van macht over iemand, laat ik 
zien dat interactie als iets fundamenteels moet worden opgevat voor politiek, 
aangezien het concept macht zelf per saldo relationeel is (Pitkin, 1993, p. 277). Macht 
over impliceert en veronderstelt altijd een andere bron van macht. In dit opzicht kan 
deze vorm van macht alleen worden gezien binnen een relatie, aangezien men altijd 
iemand anders nodig heeft om te verwoorden of te begrijpen wat macht is. Op die 
manier is interactie al verankerd in het concept macht. In deze dissertatie betoog ik 
dat het de interactie is die de vorming van een gemeenschappelijk interpretatiekader 
mogelijk maakt waar mensen op afgaan om elkaar te begrijpen. Deze interactie kan 
er prima toe leiden dat de ene actor de andere overmeestert. Om tot dit resultaat te 
komen moeten we echter eerst de interactie en de rol van technologie in die interac-
tie bespreken. 
 Als alternatief voor Winner (1980) en Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995; 1999; 2009; 
2010) stel ik het werk van Bruno Latour voor (1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 
2005; 2007; 2011), waarin politiek wordt gedefinieerd als het verzamelen rond een 
kwestie of aangelegenheid (Marres, 2004; Marres, 2013). Hoewel Latour (1987; 
1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 2011) het concept macht niet expliciet 
definieert, blijkt uit een analyse van zijn politieke theorie als kwestie vorming dat 
macht daarin als latent wordt beschouwd - macht heeft een potentieel dat gereali-
seerd wordt zodra er rond een bepaalde kwestie een publiek wordt gevormd. Omdat 
Latour echter geen onderscheid maakt tussen menselijke en niet-menselijke actoren, 
blijft de focus van deze politieke theorie liggen op het netwerkniveau. Als gevolg 
daarvan wordt er onvoldoende aandacht besteed aan de complexe constitutie van 
subject en object. Door zijn object- en probleemgerichtheid (Chandler, 2016; 
Latour, 2005) beschouwt Latour politiek in de eerste plaats als een kwestie van 
kwesties behandelen of problemen oplossen. In Latours analyse lijken de menselijke 
subjectiviteit en intersubjectiviteit op te lossen in het concept van het publiek, om zo 
het probleem in kwestie op te kunnen lossen. Ten slotte is het interactionele aspect 
van Latours politieke theorie gericht op het oplossen van een probleem, waardoor 
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hij onvoldoende ingaat op het technologisch gemedieerde karakter van de menselij-
ke subjectiviteit en intersubjectiviteit. 
 Deze grondige revisie van deze vooraanstaande posities binnen de techniekfiloso-
fie legt twee voorwaarden bloot waaraan een nieuwe politieke techniekfilosofie moet 
voldoen om de rol van techniek in de politiek adequaat te kunnen onderzoeken. Ten 
eerste moet een dergelijke politieke filosofie interactie thematiseren als een basis voor 
politiek. Ten tweede zou zij perspectief moeten bieden op hoe de dynamiek binnen 
publiek, die mede een politieke gemeenschap construeert, besproken kan worden, 
waarbij zij nauwkeurig de ingewikkelde, dynamische relatie erkent tussen het 
subject, intersubjectiviteit, en de materiële condities waaronder deze interacties 
plaatsvinden. 
 Om die reden onderzoekt deze dissertatie de invloed van technologieën op de 
vorming van politieke interpretaties en politieke gemeenschappen. De dissertatie 
bestaat uit twee delen. Het eerste deel bestaat uit twee hoofdstukken waarin ik de 
basis leg voor deze alternatieve, Arendtiaanse interpretatie van de politieke techniek-
filosofie. Het tweede deel bestaat uit twee hoofdstukken waarin het concept 
‘technopolitieke bemiddeling’ wordt ontwikkeld door een synthese te maken van de 
theorie van de technologische bemiddeling en Arendts politieke theorie. 
 In de inleiding bekritiseer ik, om te ontrafelen wat de politieke invloed van 
technologie inhoudt, eerst de op macht gebaseerde benadering van politiek, waarbij 
ik aanvoer dat deze benadering geen rekening houdt met de meer primordiale 
betekenis van politiek, namelijk de vorming van een gemeenschap van mensen. 
 Hoofdstuk 2: “Politiek als Interactie: Hannah Arendt en Politieke Theorie,” 
introduceert de belangrijkste elementen van Arendts politieke theorie en illustreert 
hoe deze concepten zich tot elkaar verhouden. Volgens Arendt is het politiek actieve 
leven het vita activa (Arendt, 1998). Deze vita activa bestaat uit drie verschillende 
manieren van mens-zijn: animal laborans, homo faber, en zoon politikon (Arendt, 1998). 
Deze manieren van zijn zijn ook verbonden met vormen van activiteit: animal 
laborans werkt en zorgt voor de biologische behoeften van mensen; homo faber maakt 
duurzame zaken zoals gebouwen die mensen beschermen; en zoon politikon handelt 
en verschijnt in het openbaar als een onderscheidend, uniek wezen door deel te 
nemen aan discussies met medemensen in de openbare ruimte. Het is het handelen 
van de zoon politikon dat voor Arendt de wereld als politiek betekenisvol openbaart; 
politiek doet zich alleen voor als zoon politikon handelt en interacteert. 
 Arendt interpreteert politiek als een praxis, wat een activiteit is die geen externe 
verantwoording voor haar bestaan nodig heeft: Het is een doel op zich. De praxis 
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gaat gepaard met menselijke pluraliteit en vrijheid door haar verschijning in de 
wereld. Enerzijds verzekeren deze begrippen de mogelijkheid van de verwezenlijking 
van de praxis; anderzijds zijn zij datgene wat praxis nastreeft in de toestand van hun 
niet-bestaan. Door praxis als politiek te grondvesten, pleit Arendt tegen het concep-
tualiseren van politiek als poiesis - dat wil zeggen, zij stelt dat politiek moet worden 
opgevat als een doel op zich, niet als een instrument om een doel of resultaat te 
bereiken. Voortbouwend op een uitgebreide exegese van Arendts werk, sluit het 
hoofdstuk af met het punt dat politiek werd gezien als een vorm van technologie. 
Hoewel ik betoog dat deze opvatting van politiek onjuist is, sluit ik het hoofdstuk af 
door te verduidelijken dat technologieën politiek kunnen zijn, doordat zij bepalen 
hoe politiek wordt bedreven. 
 In hoofdstuk 3, “Arendt, Fenomenologie en Technologie,” betoog ik dat poiesis 
net zo belangrijk is voor het bedrijven van politiek als praxis. Door vast te houden 
aan het onderscheid tussen poiesis en praxis, laat ik zien dat ze in feite met elkaar 
verweven zijn in plaats van tegengesteld. Ik laat zien dat een grondig onderzoek 
naar de betekenis van de termen praxis en poiesis voor Arendt ook een grondig 
onderzoek vereist van haar analysemethode, de fenomenologie, en in het bijzonder 
de hermeneutische fenomenologie. In navolging van Borren (2013) maak ik duidelijk 
dat Arendts politieke theorie een hermeneutische fenomenologie is van het politieke. 
Ik laat zien dat deze methode Arendt in staat stelt de wereld als de basis van mense-
lijk begrip en betekenisgeving te situeren. 
 Deze observatie brengt mij ertoe te betogen dat Arendts concepten van een 
gemeenschappelijke wereld en het gezonde verstand (sensus communis) de bouwstenen 
zijn van haar politieke theorie. Het feit dat Arendt gezond verstand positioneert als 
iets dat zowel de wereld vormt als iets dat de wereld onthult (Borren, 2013) wijst op 
een nauwe relatie tussen poiesis en praxis. Dit brengt mij tot de stelling dat het poiesis is 
dat de wereld schept waarvan het menselijk leven afhankelijk is. Ik betoog dat de 
wereld die Arendt als essentieel voor het menselijk leven beschouwt inderdaad 
kunstmatig is, maar ook materieel. Vervolgens laat ik zien dat Arendts vasthouden 
aan de tegenstelling tussen praxis en poiesis voortkomt uit haar observaties met 
betrekking tot moderne technologie en de massamaatschappij. Deze observaties 
leiden ertoe dat Arendt de moderne technologie als antithetisch, zo niet irrelevant, 
voor de politiek beschouwt. Ik betoog echter dat Arendts begrip van de culturele 
producten van de homo faber filosofen kan helpen bij het formuleren van een op 
interactie gebaseerde politieke theorie van de technologie. Aansluitend laat ik zien 
dat de culturele producten van de homo faber niet alleen de verschijningsvormen van 
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de praxis stabiliseren, maar ook inspireren tot verdere verschijningsvormen van de 
praxis, omdat ze de betekenis belichamen die aan de wereld werd gegeven op het 
moment dat ze werden gecreëerd. 
 In het tweede deel van het proefschrift ontwikkel ik het concept ‘technopolitieke 
bemiddeling’ door een synthese te maken van de theorie van de technologische 
bemiddeling en Arendts politieke theorie. Ik laat zien dat technopolitieke bemidde-
ling in twee stappen plaatsvindt: technische mediatie van het gezonde verstand, dat 
ik in hoofdstuk 4 bespreek, en technologische bemiddeling van intersubjectiviteit, die 
ik in hoofdstuk 5 onderzoek. 
 In hoofdstuk 4: “Technologische Mediatie van het Gezonde Verstand” onder-
zoek ik hoe technologieën onze gemeenschappelijke en politieke interpretatiekaders 
mediëren. Door middel van de postfenomenologie van de technologie laat ik zien 
dat dingen (artefacten, objecten en technologieën) een hermeneutische dimensie 
hebben. Door deze eigenschap geven ze uitdrukking aan menselijke ervaringen en 
aan de manier waarop mensen toegang hebben tot hun wereld - met andere woor-
den, hoe mensen hun wereld begrijpen. Ik geef een nadere analyse van de manier 
waarop dingen politiek bemiddelen door hermeneutische bemiddelaars van gezond 
verstand te zijn. Op basis van Verbeek (2005) pleit ik voor een coshaping relatie 
tussen menselijk handelen (praxis) en technologieën. Op basis van dit inzicht verwijs 
ik naar het schema van het hermeneutisch lemniscaat dat is ontwikkeld door Olya 
Kudina (2019) om de bemiddeling van gezond verstand door middel van technolo-
gie te onderzoeken. Ik laat zien dat Kudina's hermeneutisch lemniscaat een nieuw 
principe van menselijke interpretatie en het creëren van betekenis presenteert. Door 
te laten zien dat menselijke interpretatie en zingeving technologisch worden bemid-
deld, helpt het model de rol van de culturele en morele geschiedenis van de persoon 
die met de technologie in kwestie omgaat te verklaren. Ik beschrijf een empirisch 
onderzoek dat ik heb uitgevoerd op basis van de (post)fenomenologische wending 
naar empirisch onderbouwde studies op microniveau. Dit stelt me in staat om de 
door mij voorgestelde uitbreiding van Arendts politieke hermeneutiek naar materia-
liteit te onderzoeken aan de hand van een voorbeeld uit de praktijk: Gezi Park, een 
openbaar park in Istanbul. Ik onderzoek de actieve rol van het park bij het initiëren 
van de Gezi Park-protesten en in het creëren van een heterogeen publiek tijdens 
deze protesten. Voor dit empirisch onderzoek heb ik gebruik gemaakt van semige-
structureerde interviews. Ik combineer de voorgestelde uitbreiding van Arendts 
politieke hermeneutiek tot materialiteit met de resultaten van dit empirisch onder-
zoek. Daarmee laat ik zien dat technologieën het gezonde verstand bemiddelen, 
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aangezien zij de materiële vorm zijn van het culturele geheugen van de samenleving 
waarin zij zijn ingebed. Aan de hand van fragmenten van de interviews die ik heb 
afgenomen met de deelnemers aan de Gezi Park-protesten, situeer ik dit openbare 
park als een ruimte die zijn plaats heeft in het gemeenschappelijke bewustzijn van de 
bevolking van Turkije. Ik laat zien dat het Gezi Park een politieke ruimte is voor de 
Turkse bevolking omwille van het belang ervan in hun gemeenschappelijke culturele 
context. Daarna laat ik zien dat de mensen in Turkije zich verzetten tegen de 
dreigende sloop van het Gezi Park omwille van het belang ervan en de plaats die het 
inneemt in hun gemeenschappelijk cultureel kader. Op die manier toon ik aan dat 
het Gezi Park een gemeenschappelijk besef uitdraagt omdat het de materiële vorm is 
van het culturele geheugen van Turkije. 
 In Hoofdstuk 5: “Technologische Bemiddeling van Intersubjectiviteit,” bespreek 
ik de bemiddelende rol van technologie bij intersubjectiviteit. Eerst laat ik de 
onderlinge relatie zien tussen politieke subjectiviteit en intersubjectiviteit. Ik licht 
Arendts definitie van het politieke subject eruit en laat zien dat zij het politieke 
subject als authentiek conceptualiseert, een omschrijving die zij ontleent aan Hei-
degger's Dasein als authentiek menselijk bestaan (Villa, 1995). Hierdoor, zo stel ik, 
kan Arendt politieke subjectiviteit uitleggen als een proces dat beïnvloed wordt door 
de omstandigheden van de persoon. Ik laat zien dat terwijl Heidegger het behoren 
tot een gemeenschap afschildert als een bedreiging voor de manifestatie van het 
authentieke en vrije zelf, Arendt stelt dat gemeenschap een voorwaarde is voor deze 
manifestatie in plaats van een bedreiging ervan. In navolging van Arendt laat ik zien 
dat de politieke gemeenschap waarin men zich bevindt een conditionerende kracht 
heeft op het politieke subject. Hierdoor kan ik betogen dat, om de rol van technolo-
gie in de politieke interactie tussen politieke subjecten te begrijpen, het noodzakelijk 
is te kijken naar het soort politieke gemeenschap dat wordt bevorderd door de 
materiële ruimte die die gemeenschap omringt. Na dit onderscheid te hebben 
gemaakt, concentreer ik mij op het verduidelijken van de rol van technologie in deze 
wisselwerking tussen handelende actoren en in de intersubjectieve relaties tussen die 
handelende actoren. Ik laat zien dat de manifestatie van het authentieke en vrije zelf 
wordt bevorderd of onderdrukt door de intersubjectieve relaties binnen de gemeen-
schap waarin het individu zich begeeft. Ik stel dat als deze gemeenschap niet de 
mogelijkheid heeft om persoonlijke verantwoordelijkheid te nemen en haar unieke 
perspectief te uiten over zaken die het individu aangaan, dit de mogelijkheid van de 
manifestatie van het authentieke en vrije zelf zal onderdrukken. Door middel van 
een grondige analyse van de bestaande literatuur en de interviews die ik heb afge-
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nomen bij de deelnemers aan de Gezi Park-protesten, laat ik zien dat de organisatie 
van de demonstranten binnen het park tijdens de protesten een specifieke invulling 
was van het delen van een gemeenschappelijke ruimte. In hetzelfde hoofdstuk 
demonstreer ik de technopolitieke bemiddeling als een proces in twee stappen. Ik 
laat zien dat om de technologische bemiddeling van intersubjectiviteit te kunnen 
waarnemen, het eerst nodig is de technologische bemiddeling van het gezonde 
verstand te observeren. Ook al zal iedereen die met een technologie omgaat onver-
mijdelijk zijn gezond verstand gebruiken, toch hangt de interactie tussen het subject 
en de intersubjectieve gemeenschap tot op zekere hoogte af van het multistabiele 
ontwerp van de desbetreffende technologie. Bovendien hangt het bestaan van een 
politieke gemeenschap die zich een ruimte als publieke ruimte toe-eigent, ook af van 
de context waarin het gezonde verstand wordt bemiddeld. Ik pas Kudina's (2019) 
hermeneutische lemniscaat toe om te laten zien dat de materiële ruimte waarin 
mensen elkaar ontmoeten zowel de manier waarop een gemeenschap tot stand komt 
als hoe men deel wordt van een gemeenschap bemiddelt. Ik laat zien dat technopoli-
tieke bemiddeling niet beperkt is tot fysieke, materiële ruimtes, maar ook kan 
worden toegepast op digitale ruimtes. Ik pas het kader dat ik ontwikkel toe op 
Facebook en de rol die het speelde tijdens de Gezi Park-protesten, aangezien dit het 
digitale platform is dat door mijn respondenten werd aangewezen als invloedrijk 
tijdens de protesten. 
 De dissertatie besluit dat technologieën veel meer doen op politiek gebied dan 
alleen maar macht uitoefenen over individuen: Ze conditioneren, omkaderen, 
vormen en organiseren politiek. Technologieën beïnvloeden de manier waarop 
politieke gemeenschappen worden gevormd door te bemiddelen bij de politieke 
interpretaties en interacties van mensen. Technologieën bemiddelen het gezond 
verstand - dat wil zeggen, het gemeenschappelijke interpretatieve kader van mensen 
- dat op haar beurt wordt weerspiegeld in het gemeenschappelijke interpretatieve 
kader van de politieke gemeenschap. Technologieën bemiddelen ook intersubjectivi-
teit. De politieke beslissingen van een individu, en de manier waarop dat individu 
deze tot uitdrukking brengt, worden bevorderd of onderdrukt door de intersubjec-
tieve relaties binnen de gemeenschap waarin het individu actief is. Er bestaat een 
intrinsieke relatie tussen de politieke structuur van de gemeenschap en de materiële 
ruimte waarin die gemeenschap zich begeeft. Deze materiële omgeving conditio-
neert en organiseert de structuur van de politieke gemeenschap waarin het individu 
betrokken is. De manier waarop wij ons politiek uitdrukken hangt daarmee niet 
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alleen af van de culturele, institutionele of intersubjectieve omstandigheden, maar 
ook van de materiële. 
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Özet  

Bu tezde teknolojinin siyasetteki rolü incelenmektedir. Tezin amacı, kaçınılmaz 
olarak teknolojinin siyasi etkilerinin tam olarak anlaşılamamasına yol açan, iktidarı 
siyasetle bir tutma anlayışının ötesine geçmektir. Bu tezde özellikle teknolojilerin 
siyasi yorumlarımıza ve etkileşimlerimize aracılık ederek siyasi toplulukların oluşma 
şekline nasıl yön verdiği araştırılmaktadır. Sonuç olarak teknolojilerin, siyasi anlam-
da sadece bireyler üzerinde iktidar sahibi olmaktan fazlasına hizmet ederek siyaseti 
kontrol ettiği, çerçevesini belirlediği, oluşturduğu ve düzene soktuğu ortaya koyul-
maktadır.  
 Tez boyunca teorik bakış açısı için yararlandığım iki yöntem, Hannah Arendt'in 
siyasi yorumbilgisi ve teknolojik arabuluculuk yaklaşımıdır. Arendt'in siyasi yorum-
bilgisi, siyasetin etkileşimsel yönüne odaklanılmasına ve dolayısıyla siyasetin 
iktidardan ibaret görülmesinin ötesine geçebilecek bir siyaset anlayışı elde edilmesine 
yardımcı olmaktadır. Buna ek olarak Arendt'in benlik, dünya ve diğer insanlar 
arasındaki dinamik ilişkiyi temel alan öznelerarasılık anlayışı, bu öznelerarasılıkta 
maddi koşulların rolünü incelemeye olanak tanımaktadır. Arendt'in siyaset teorisin-
deki merkezi kategori etkileşimdir. Ortaya koyduğu siyaset teorisine göre iktidar, 
insanlar arasındaki etkileşimin bir sonucu veya tezahürü olarak değerlendirilmelidir. 
İnsanlar birbirleriyle her zaman belirli bir alanda etkileşime girer. Maddi, dijital, 
fiziksel ya da soyut olmasından bağımsız olarak her zaman insanlar arasındaki 
etkileşimin arka planını oluşturan yapay bir alan vardır. Siyaseti kamusal alana 
ihtiyaç duyulan bir etkileşim olarak değerlendirmek, teknolojinin siyasi anlamının 
kavramsal hale getirilme biçiminde önemli etkilere sahiptir. Ancak Arendt'in siyaset 
teorisi, teknoloji siyasetine ilişkin bu alternatif açıklamayı geliştirmek için tek başına 
yeterli değildir çünkü maddeselliğin siyasetteki etkisini tam olarak açıklığa kavuştur-
mamıştır. 
 Arendt'in siyaset teorisini temel alacak şekilde teknoloji siyasetine ilişkin bu 
alternatif çerçeveyi oluşturmak için dünyanın siyasi olarak nasıl anlamlı hale geldiği-
ni ele almaya olanak tanıyacak bir teknoloji perspektifi gereklidir. Teknolojik 
arabuluculuk teorisi, teknoloji siyasetine ilişkin bu alternatif çerçeve için kusursuz 
görünmektedir. Teknolojik arabuluculuk teorisinde teknolojiler, insanlar ve dünya 
arasındaki ilişkiye aracılık eden bir role sahiptir. Söz konusu teori, teknolojilerin bu 
şekilde konumlandırılması sayesinde teknolojilerin insanların deneyiminde, va-
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roluşunda ve dünyayı algılama biçiminde oynadığı rolle ilgili bir analiz sunmaktadır. 
Bu teoride teknoloji, insanlar ve teknolojik eserler arasındaki ilişkiler açısından 
incelemekte ve teknolojinin insanlarla dünya arasındaki ilişkileri etkileyebileceği 
çeşitli yöntemler değerlendirilmektedir. Bu bakış açısında teknolojiler, sadece işlevsel 
veya araçsal bir unsur olarak değil, insan deneyimlerine ve uygulamalarına aracılık 
eden bir unsur olarak görülmektedir. Ayrıca teknolojik arabuluculuk teorisi postfe-
nomenolojik bir yaklaşıma dayanmaktadır: Bu teori kapsamındaki analizin başlangıç 
noktası, felsefi teorilerin teknolojilere uygulanmasından ziyade teknolojilerin 
kendisidir. Bu açıdan bakıldığında teknolojik arabuluculuk teorisi, insanlarla te-
knoloji arasındaki etkileşimlerden kaynaklanan birtakım insan-teknoloji ilişkilerinin 
analiz edilmesine olanak tanımaktadır.  
 Bu çalışmada Hannah Arendt'in siyaset teorisi, teknolojik arabuluculuk teorisi ile 
birlikte uygulanmaktadır. Bu iki yaklaşımdan her ikisi de, etkileşime dayalı teknoloji 
siyasetini geliştirmede birbirinin eksik yönlerini tamamlamaktadır. Bu amaçla 
tezimde, iki adımda uygulanabilecek bir teknopolitik arabuluculuk modeli sunul-
maktadır. İlk olarak teknolojilerin sağduyuya, yani yorum yapmak için insanlarda 
ortak olarak bulunan çerçevelere aracılık ettiği gösterilmektedir. Bu da yorum 
yapabilmek için siyasi toplulukta ortak biçimde bulunan çerçeveye etki etmektedir. 
İkinci olarak teknolojilerin öznelerarasılığa aracılık ettiği ortaya koyulmaktadır. 
Bireyin siyasi kararları ve bunları ifade etme biçimi, bireyin dahil olduğu toplulukta-
ki öznelerarası ilişkiler nedeniyle ya desteklenir ya da bastırılır. Bu tezde belirli bir 
topluluğun siyasi yapısı ile ilgili topluluğu barındıran maddi alan arasında doğal bir 
ilişki olduğu gösterilmektedir. Bu maddi ortam, bireyin dahil olduğu siyasi top-
luluğun yapısını belirleyip düzene sokmaktadır. Söz konusu iki teori birlikte 
uygulanarak insanların kendilerini siyasi olarak ifade etme biçimlerinin yalnızca 
kültürel, kurumsal ya da öznelerarası koşullara değil, aynı zamanda maddi koşullara 
da bağlı olduğu açıklanmaktadır. 
 Bu tezin giriş bölümünde siyasi teknoloji felsefesi [political philosophy of techno-
logy] alanındaki üç önemli yazarın savundukları görüşler irdelenmektedir: Langdon 
Winner (1980), Andrew Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995;1999; 2009; 2010) ve Bruno 
Latour (1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 2011). Siyasetin hem Winner 
(1980) hem de Feenberg (1991; 1992; 1995; 1999; 2009; 2010) tarafından öncelikle 
iktidar ilişkileri açısından anlaşıldığı öne sürülmektedir. Tezimde, bu iki yazarın 
eserlerinde konu edindikleri iktidar kavramının açıkça power over (bir şeyin veya 
birisinin üzerinde iktidar sahibi olma) şeklinde tanımlanması gerektiği gösterilmekte-
dir. Power over, kişinin kendi niyetlerini başkalarına zorla kabul ettirebileceği 



Özet 

285 

durumları ifade eder (Göhler, 2009, p. 28). İktidarın egemen siyasi yaklaşım olarak 
görüldüğü bu anlayış, nihayetinde ilgili yazarların teknoloji felsefesine dair yaklaşım-
larında da kendini göstermektedir. Bununla birlikte iktidar kendi içerisinde ilişkisel 
bir kavram olduğundan, siyaseti birileri üzerinde iktidar sahibi olma şeklinde 
değerlendirmek yerine, etkileşimin siyasete temel teşkil etmesi gerektiği açıklanmıştır 
(Pitkin, 1993, s. 277). Power over daima başka bir iktidar kaynağının varlığını ima 
etmekte ve gerekli kılmaktadır. Bu bakımdan, iktidarın bu türü ancak belirli bir ilişki 
bağlamında ortaya çıkabilir çünkü kişi her zaman iktidarın ne olduğunu ifade 
edebilecek veya anlayabilecek bir başkasına ihtiyaç duyar. Bu nedenle etkileşim 
halihazırda iktidar kavramının bir parçasıdır. Bu tezde etkileşimin, insanların 
birbirlerini anlamak amacıyla gerek duydukları ortak yorum yapma çerçevesinin 
oluşmasına olanak tanıdığı öne sürülmektedir. Bu etkileşimin, bir aracının başka 
birisi üzerinde iktidar elde etmesiyle sonuçlanma olasılığı yüksektir. Ancak söz 
konusu sonuca varmadan önce etkileşim ve teknolojinin bu etkileşimdeki rolü 
tartışılmalıdır. 
 Bu tezde Winner (1980) ve Feenberg'e (1991; 1992; 1995; 1999; 2009; 2010) 
alternatif olarak, siyaseti sorun oluşumu [issue formation] olarak tanımlayan Bruno 
Latour'un çalışması (1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 2007; 2011) sunulmak-
tadır(Marres, 2004; Marres, 2013). Latour (1987; 1994; 2003; 2004a; 2004b; 2005; 
2007; 2011) iktidarı açıkça tanımlamamasına rağmen siyaset bir sorun oluşumu 
olarak analiz edildiğinde siyasette iktidarın gizil olarak algılandığı açıkça ortaya 
çıkmaktadır. Zira iktidar, halk belirli bir husus etrafında bir araya geldiğinde açığa 
çıkan bir potansiyele sahiptir. Ancak insan ve insan olmayan varlıklar arasında 
ayrım yapılmadığından Latour'un teknoloji siyaseti, ağ düzeyine odaklanmaktadır. 
Bu nedenle özne ve nesnenin karmaşık yapısı yeterince incelenmemiştir. Latour'un 
nesne ve sorun odaklı (Chandler, 2016; Latour, 2005) teknoloji siyasetinde, siyaset 
öncelikle bir sorunla ilgilenme veya sorunu çözme meselesi olarak değerlendirilir. 
Latour'un analizinde insan öznelliği ve öznelerarasılığının, söz konusu sorunu 
nihayete erdirmek için kademeli olarak kamu kavramıyla birleştirildiği görülmekte-
dir. Sonuç olarak Latour siyasetinin etkileşimsel yönü sorun çözmeye odaklanmakta 
ve bu nedenle Latour, insan öznelliğinin ve öznelerarasılığının teknoloji tarafından 
aracılık edilen yapısını tam olarak işleyememektedir. 
 Bu tezde teknoloji felsefesi alanında önde gelen anlayışların kapsamlı olarak 
incelenmesi, teknolojinin siyasetteki rolünü yeterli düzeyde inceleyebilmek için yeni 
bir siyasi teknoloji felsefesinin karşılaması gereken iki koşulu açıklığa kavuşturmak-
tadır. İlk olarak söz konusu türden bir siyaset felsefesinde etkileşim, siyasetin bir 
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temeli olarak konu edinilmelidir. İkinci olarak bu felsefe özne, öznelerarasılık ve bu 
etkileşimlerin gerçekleştiği maddi koşullar arasındaki karmaşık, dinamik ilişkiyi 
doğru şekilde değerlendirmenin yanı sıra, siyasi toplulukları oluşturan halk içindeki 
dinamikleri ele alacak bir bakış açısı sunmalıdır. 
 Dolayısıyla bu tezde teknolojilerin, siyasi yorumların ortaya çıkması ve siyasi 
toplulukların oluşması üzerindeki etkisi incelenmektedir. Tez iki bölümden oluşmak-
tadır. İlk bölüm, siyasi teknoloji felsefesine ilişkin bu alternatif, Arendtiyan 
açıklamanın temellerinin atıldığı iki kısımdan meydana gelmektedir. İkinci bölüm, 
teknolojik arabuluculuk teorisi ile Arendt'in siyaset teorisinin bir arada uygulanarak 
teknopolitik arabuluculuk anlayışının geliştirildiği iki kısımdan oluşmaktadır.  
 Giriş bölümünde teknolojinin siyasi etkisinin beraberinde getirdiği unsurları 
açığa çıkarmak için öncelikle siyasete dair iktidar temelli yaklaşım eleştirilmektedir. 
Bu yaklaşımın, siyasetin başlangıçtaki anlamını, yani bir halk topluluğunun 
oluşumunu, hesaba katamadığı öne sürülmektedir. 
 “Politics as Interaction: Hannah Arendt and Political Theory” (Etkileşim Olarak 
Siyaset: Hannah Arendt ve Siyaset Teorisi) başlıklı 2. bölümde Arendt'in siyaset 
teorisinin temel öğeleri açıklanmakta ve bu kavramların birbiriyle ilişkisi göste-
rilmektedir. Arendt, siyasi olarak aktif yaşamı vita activa (aktif hayat) olarak tanımlar 
(Arendt, 1998). Vita activa kapsamında insan olarak var olmanın üç farklı yolu 
mevcuttur: animal laborans (çalışan hayvan), homo faber (işçi insan) ve zoon politi-
kon (siyasal varlık) (Arendt, 1998). Bu var olma biçimleri aynı zamanda faaliyet 
biçimleriyle de ilişkilidir: animal laborans çalışır ve insanların biyolojik ihtiyaçlarını 
karşılar; homo faber insanları koruyacak binalar gibi dayanıklı öğeler yaratır; zoon 
politikon kamusal alanda diğer insanlarla tartışmalara katılarak farklı, benzersiz bir 
varlık olarak hareket edip kamusal alanda görünür. Arendt'e göre dünyanın siyasi 
olarak önemli olduğunu ortaya koyan şey zoon politikon'un eylemleridir ve siyaset 
yalnızca zoon politikon eylemde bulunup etkileşime girerse mümkün olabilir. 
 Arendt siyaseti praxis (uygulama) olarak yorumlar. Bu tanıma göre siyaset, varlığı 
için hiçbir dış gerekçeye ihtiyaç duyulmayan bir faaliyettir; kendi yapısı gereği bir 
amaca sahiptir. Dünyadaki görünümüyle insan çoğulluğu ve özgürlüğü praxis 
kavramına eşlik eder. Söz konusu kavramlar bir yandan praxis'in gerçekleşme 
olasılığını garanti ederken öte yandan, bu kavramların var olmadığı durumda 
praxis'in ulaşmaya çalıştığı öğelerdir. Arendt, praxis'i siyaset olarak tanımlar ve 
siyaseti poiesis (oluşum) olarak kavramsallaştırmaya karşı çıkar. Siyasetin bir hedefe 
veya sonuca ulaşmak için araç olarak değil, kendi yapısı gereği bir amaca sahip 
olarak anlaşılması gerektiğini savunur. Arendt'in çalışmalarının kapsamlı bir yo-
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rumunu temel alan bu bölüm, siyasetin artık bir teknoloji biçimi olarak görüldüğüne 
ilişkin argümanla sonlandırılmaktadır. Bu siyaset anlayışının yanlış olduğu iddia 
edilmektedir ancak siyasetin yürütülme şeklini belirledikleri için teknolojilerin siyasi 
olabileceği bölüm sonunda açıklanmaktadır. 
 “Arendt, Phenomenology, and Technology” (Arendt, Fenomenoloji ve Te-
knoloji) başlıklı üçüncü bölümde poiesis'in siyaset için praxis kadar önemli olduğu 
savunulmaktadır. Poiesis ve praxis arasındaki ayrım korunarak bu kavramların 
birbirine zıt olmaktan çok iç içe girmiş halde olduğu gösterilmiştir. Arendt'e göre 
praxis ve poiesis terimlerinin ne anlama geldiğinin yakından incelenmesi, onun 
analiz yöntemi olan fenomenolojinin, özellikle de yorumbilgisel fenomenolojinin, 
derinlemesine incelenmesi gerektiğini ortaya koymuştur. Borren (2013) örneği 
izlenerek bu tezde, Arendt'in siyaset teorisinin siyasete ilişkin bir yorumbilgisel 
fenomenoloji olduğu açıklığa kavuşturulmuştur. Söz konusu yöntemin, Arendt'in 
dünyayı insan anlayışının ve anlam yaratma sürecinin temeli olarak konum-
landırmasına olanak tanıdığı gösterilmiştir. 
 Söz konusu tespite dayanarak Arendt'in ortak dünya [common world] ve 
sağduyu ile ilgili fikirlerinin, siyasi teorisinin yapı taşları olduğu iddia edilebilir. 
Arendt'in sağduyuyu hem dünyayı inşa eden hem de dünyayı açıklayan bir unsur 
olarak konumlandırması (Borren, 2013), poiesis ve praxis arasında yakın bir ilişki 
olabileceğini göstermektedir. Buradan yola çıkarak, insan yaşamının bağlı olduğu 
dünyayı meydana getiren unsurun poiesis olduğu öne sürülebilir. Bu tezde Arendt'in 
insan yaşamı için zorunlu saydığı dünyanın aslında yapay ancak aynı zamanda 
maddi olduğu savunulmaktadır. Ardından Arendt'in praxis ile poiesis arasındaki 
zıtlığı vurgulamasının, modern teknoloji ve kitle toplumuna ilişkin gözlemlerinden 
kaynaklandığı açıklanmaktadır. Bu gözlemlere dayalı olarak Arendt, modern 
teknolojiyi siyasete zıt ve aynı zamanda siyasetle alakasız bir unsur olarak konum-
landırmaktadır. Ancak bu tezde Arendt'in homo faber'in kültürel ürünlerine ilişkin 
sahip olduğu anlayışın, filozoflara etkileşime dayalı bir teknoloji siyaseti oluşturma 
konusunda yol gösterebileceği savunulmaktadır. Ardından homo faber'in kültürel 
ürünlerinin, praxis'in tezahürlerini sağlamlaştırmanın yanı sıra, praxis'in kavramının 
daha sonra da kullanılmasına ilham kaynağı olduğu ortaya koyulmaktadır. Bunun 
nedeni, yaratıldığı zaman bu ürünlerin dünyaya verilen anlamı barındırmasıdır. 
 Tezin ikinci bölümünde, teknolojik arabuluculuk teorisi ile Arendt'in siyaset 
teorisi bir arada uygulanarak teknopolitik arabuluculuk anlayışı geliştirilmektedir. 
Teknopolitik arabuluculuğun iki adımda gerçekleştiği açıklanmaktadır: 4. bölümde 
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incelenen sağduyunun teknolojik arabuluculuğu ile 5. bölümde incelenen öznelera-
rasılığın teknolojik arabuluculuğu. 
 “Technological Mediation of Common Sense” (Sağduyunun Teknolojik Ara-
buluculuğu) başlıklı 4. bölümde teknolojilerin ortak ve siyasi yorum çerçevelerimize 
nasıl aracılık ettiği incelenmektedir. Teknoloji postfenomenolojisi aracılığıyla 
eşyaların (eserler, nesneler ve teknolojiler) yorumbilgisel bir boyutu olduğu göste-
rilmektedir. Bu özelliği sayesinde eşyalar, insan deneyimlerini ve insanların 
bulundukları dünyaya erişim şeklini (başka bir deyişle insanların dünyayı anlayış 
biçimini) aktarır. Bu tezde eşyaların, sağduyunun yorumbilgisel arabulucuları olarak 
siyasete nasıl aracılık ettiğine dair kapsamlı analiz sunulmaktadır. Verbeek (2005) 
örneğine dayanarak, insan eylemleri (praxis) ve teknolojiler arasında birbirini 
şekillendirici [coshaping] bir ilişki olduğu savunulmaktadır. Bu analizin ardından, 
teknoloji aracılığıyla sağduyunun arabuluculuğunu incelemek için Olya Kudina 
(2019) tarafından geliştirilen yorumbilgisel kelebek eğrisine atıfta bulunulmaktadır. 
Kudina'ya ait yorumbilgisel kelebek eğrisinin, insan yorumlarına ve anlam yarat-
maya ilişkin yeni bir ilke sunduğu gösterilmektedir. Bu model, insan yorumlarına ve 
anlamlılığına teknolojinin aracılık ettiğini ortaya koyarak, söz konusu teknolojiyle 
ilgilenen kişinin kültürel ve ahlaki geçmişinin rolünü açıklamaya yardımcı olmak-
tadır. Deneye dayalı mikro düzeydeki çalışmalara (post)fenomenolojik bakış açısına 
dayalı olarak bu tez kapsamında yürütülen deneye dayalı bir araştırma açıklanmak-
tadır. Bu, Arendt'in siyasi yorumbilgisine ait kapsamın, maddeselliği kapsayacak 
şekilde genişletilmesine dair önerinin gerçek hayattan alınmış bir örnekle incelenme-
sine olanak tanımaktadır: İstanbul'da halka açık bir park olan Gezi Parkı. Gezi Parkı 
eylemlerinin başlamasında ve eylemler sırasında kamunun heterojen hale gelmesin-
de parkın oynadığı aktif rol araştırılmaktadır. Bu deneysel araştırmayı yürütmek için 
yarı yapılandırılmış görüşmeler gerçekleştirilmiştir. Arendt'in siyasi yorumbilgisine 
ait kapsamın, maddeselliği kapsayacak şekilde genişletilmesine dair öneri ile bu 
deneysel araştırmanın sonuçları birleştirilmiştir. Bu sayede teknolojilerin sağduyuya 
aracılık ettiği gösterilmektedir çünkü teknolojiler, ait oldukları toplumun kültürel 
belleğinin maddi biçimini ifade etmektedir. Gezi Parkı eylemlerine katılanlarla 
gerçekleştirilen görüşmelerden alıntılar yapılarak bu halka açık park, Türkiye 
halkının sağduyusunda yer edinmiş bir alan olarak konumlandırılmıştır. Gezi 
Parkı'nın, halkın ortak kültürel bağlamında sahip olduğu önemden dolayı Türk halkı 
için siyasi bir alan olduğu gösterilmektedir. Ardından Türkiye'deki insanların, Gezi 
Parkı'nın önemi ve ortak kültürel çerçevedeki konumu nedeniyle parkın yıkılmasına 
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karşı çıktığı açıklanmaktadır. Böylece Gezi Parkı'nın, Türkiye'nin kültürel belleğinin 
maddi biçimini ifade etmesi nedeniyle sağduyu taşıdığı ortaya koyulmaktadır. 
 “Technological Mediation of Intersubjectivity” (Öznelerarasılığın Teknolojik 
Arabuluculuğu) başlıklı 5. bölümde teknolojinin öznelerarasılıkta oynadığı aracı rol 
tartışılmaktadır. Öncelikle siyasi öznellik ile öznelerarasılık arasındaki karşılıklı ilişki 
açıklanmaktadır. Arendt'in siyasi özne tanımına atıfta bulunulmuş ve siyasi özneyi 
otantik olarak kavramsallaştırdığı gösterilmiştir. Bu tanımlamada, Heidegger'in 
kullandığı Dasein terimi otantik insan varoluşu olarak yorumlanmıştır (Villa, 1995). 
Bu hususun, Arendt'in siyasi öznelliği kişinin içinde bulunduğu koşullardan etkilenen 
bir süreç olarak açıklamasına olanak tanıdığı düşünülmektedir. Heidegger bir 
topluluk içinde olmayı, otantik ve özgür benliğin tezahürüne yönelik bir tehdit 
olarak betimlerken Arendt, topluluğun bu tezahüre yönelik bir tehditten ziyade ilgili 
topluluğa ulaşmanın koşulu olduğunu savunmaktadır. Arendt örneği izlenerek bu 
tezde, kişinin içinde bulunduğu siyasi topluluğun siyasi özne üzerinde kontrol edici 
bir güce sahip olduğu gösterilmektedir. Buradan hareketle, teknolojinin siyasi 
özneler arasındaki siyasi etkileşimde oynadığı rolü anlayabilmek için söz konusu 
topluluğu çevreleyen maddi alanın desteklediği siyasi topluluk türünü dikkate 
almanın zorunlu olduğu iddia edilebilir. Tezde bu ayrımlar yapıldıktan sonra, 
eyleme geçen aracılar [acting agent] arasındaki bu etkileşimde ve eyleme geçen 
aracılar arasındaki öznelerarası ilişkilerde teknolojinin rolüne odaklanılmıştır. 
Otantik ve özgür benliğin tezahürünün, bireyin dahil olduğu topluluk içindeki 
öznelerarası ilişkiler nedeniyle ya desteklendiği ya da bastırıldığı ortaya koyulmuştur. 
Söz konusu topluluğun kişisel sorumluluk alınmasına ve bireyi ilgilendiren konularda 
benzersiz bakış açısının ifade edilmesine olanak tanımamasının, otantik ve özgür 
benliğin tezahür etme olasılığını ortadan kaldıracağı savunulmaktadır. Mevcut 
literatürün kapsamlı şekilde analiz edilmesi ve Gezi Parkı eylemlerine katılanlarla 
görüşme yapılması sonucunda, eylemler sırasında göstericilerin park içinde örgüt-
lenmesinin ortak bir alanı paylaşmanın özel yorumu olduğu gösterilmektedir. Daha 
sonra aynı bölümde, teknopolitik arabuluculuk iki aşamalı bir süreç olarak ele 
alınmaktadır. Öznelerarasılığın teknolojik arabulucuğunu gözlemlemek için önce-
likle sağduyunun teknolojik arabuluculuğunun gözlemlenmesi gerektiği 
açıklanmaktadır. Belirli bir teknolojiyle etkileşime giren herkes kaçınılmaz olarak 
sağduyudan yararlansa bile, özne ile öznelerarası topluluk arasındaki etkileşim bir 
düzeye kadar ilgili teknolojinin çok yönlü tasarımına bağlıdır. Ayrıca bir alanı 
kamusal alan olarak sahiplenen siyasi topluluğun varlığı da sağduyuya aracılık edilen 
bağlama bağlıdır. Bu tezde, insanların bir araya geldiği maddi alanın hem bir 
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topluluğun ortaya çıkma şekline hem de bireyin nasıl topluluğun parçası haline 
geldiğine aracılık ettiğini gösterecek şekilde Kudina'nın (2019) yorumbilgisel kelebek 
eğrisi uygulanmıştır. Teknopolitik arabuluculuğun fiziksel, maddi alanlarla sınırlı 
olmadığı ve dijital alanlara da uygulanabileceği gösterilmiştir. Tez kapsamında 
geliştirilen çerçeve Facebook'a ve Gezi Parkı eylemleri sırasındaki rolüne uygulan-
mıştır çünkü bu site, çalışmaya katılanların eylemler sırasında etkili olduğunu 
vurguladığı dijital platformdur. 
 Tez, teknolojilerin siyasi anlamda bireyler üzerinde iktidar sahibi olmaktan 
fazlasına hizmet ederek siyaseti kontrol ettiği, çerçevesini belirlediği, oluşturduğu ve 
düzene soktuğuna ilişkin argümanla sonlandırılmaktadır. Teknolojiler, insanların 
siyasi yorumlarına ve etkileşimlerine aracılık ederek siyasi toplulukların ortaya çıkma 
biçimini etkilemektedir. Teknolojiler sağduyuya, yani yorum yapmak için insanlarda 
ortak olarak bulunan çerçeveye aracılık etmektedir. Bu da yorum yapabilmek için 
siyasi toplulukta ortak biçimde bulunan çerçeveye etki etmektedir. Teknolojiler 
öznelerarasılığa da aracılık eder. Bireyin siyasi kararları ve bunları ifade etme biçimi, 
bireyin dahil olduğu topluluk içindeki öznelerarası ilişkiler nedeniyle ya desteklenir 
ya da bastırılır. Belirli bir topluluğun siyasi yapısı ile ilgili topluluğu barındıran 
maddi alan arasında doğal bir ilişki bulunmaktadır. Bu maddi ortam, bireyin dahil 
olduğu siyasi topluluğun yapısını kontrol edip düzene sokmaktadır. Kendimizi siyasi 
olarak ifade etme biçimimiz yalnızca kültürel, kurumsal veya öznelerarası koşullara 
değil, aynı zamanda maddi koşullara da bağlıdır. 
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Simon Stevin (1548-1620) 

‘Wonder en is gheen Wonder’ 

This series in the philosophy and ethics of technology is named after the Dutch / 
Flemish natural philosopher, scientist and engineer Simon Stevin. He was an 
extraordinary versatile person. He published, among other things, on arithmetic, 
accounting, geometry, mechanics, hydrostatics, astronomy, theory of measurement, 
civil engineering, the theory of music, and civil citizenship. He wrote the very first 
treatise on logic in Dutch, which he considered to be a superior language for scien-
tific purposes. The relation between theory and practice is a main topic in his work. 
In addition to his theoretical publications, he held a large number of patents, and 
was actively involved as an engineer in the building of windmills, harbours, and 
fortifications for the Dutch prince Maurits. He is famous for having constructed 
large sailing carriages. 
 
Little is known about his personal life. He was probably born in 1548 in Bruges 
(Flanders) and went to Leiden in 1581, where he took up his studies at the uni- 
versity two years later. His work was published between 1581 and 1617. He was an 
early defender of the Copernican worldview, which did not make him popular in 
religious circles. He died in 1620, but the exact date and the place of his burial are 
unknown. Philosophically he was a pragmatic rationalist for whom every phenome-
non, however mysterious, ultimately had a scientific explanation. Hence his dictum 
‘Wonder is no Wonder’, which he used on the cover of several of his own books. 
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This dissertation criticizes the narrow focus of  the current political philosophy of  technology 
on power relations and expands this focus with Hannah Arendt’s analysis of  politics as 
intersubjective sense-making. By integrating Hannah Arendt’s political philosophy and 
insights from the philosophy of  human-technology relations, this dissertation develops a 
framework that makes it possible to investigate the political significance of  technology in a 
more adequate way by analyzing the role of  the public Gezi Park during the mass protests 
in Turkey in 2013.
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